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(Response from webform) 
Title: Miss 
First name: Sara 
Last name: Fulbrook 
Would you like to include the contact details of an agent(s)?: No 
To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?: all of reading 
Do you consider the Local Plan is legally compliant?: 
Do you consider the Local Plan is sound?: 
Do you consider the Local Plan complies with the Duty to co-operate?: Yes 
Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is 
unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan 
or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your 
comments.  
Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan 
legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness matters 
you have identified above. (Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-
operate is incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why each 
modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if 
you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording or any policy or text. 
Please be as precise as possible.  
Please upload any supporting information (if necessary).  
Do you wish to make further comments concerning another paragraph, policy or area 
of the policies map?: Yes 
To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?: Cversham 
Do you consider the Local Plan is legally compliant?: 
Do you consider the Local Plan is sound?: No 
Do you consider the Local Plan complies with the Duty to co-operate?: No 
Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is 
unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan 
or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your 
comments.  
there is very little local consultation rather than this option to rubber stamp council ideas 
Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan 
legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness matters 
you have identified above. (Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-
operate is incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why each 
modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if 
you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording or any policy or text. 
Please be as precise as possible.  
actually ask residents to input their opinions in proper localised consults 
Please upload any supporting information (if necessary).  
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Do you wish to make further comments concerning another paragraph, policy or area 
of the policies map?: Yes 
To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?: transport. In particular 
the terrible disjointed acess to the bus network. Years ago we  were promiused  that once 
the station had been upgraded the public space would be returned . However it has been 
sold off to private developers. The allocated public space is now part of a private 
development. The links between bus routes is dire as a disabled person who has to visit 
hospital a lot I find it difficult to walk to the nearest hospirtal stops. Most modern large towns 
cities have transport service hub at the station, not spread out over a large part of the train 
centre.s is no 
Do you consider the Local Plan is legally compliant?: 
Do you consider the Local Plan is sound?: No 
Do you consider the Local Plan complies with the Duty to co-operate?: No 
Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is 
unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan 
or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your 
comments.  
Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan 
legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness matters 
you have identified above. (Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-
operate is incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why each 
modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if 
you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording or any policy or text. 
Please be as precise as possible.  
There has been zero consolations with residents prior  to the draft plan being set up either 
with individuals or stakeholders which lead to the disastrous 1 way system in Caversham. In 
particular there is a lack of crossings in Caversham that discourages active travel Peppard 
Road is the worst. 
Please upload any supporting information (if necessary).  
Do you wish to make further comments concerning another paragraph, policy or area 
of the policies map?: No 
If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s) please outline why you consider 
this to be necessary: I don't feel that the voice of older or residents who rely on public 
transport due to lack of mobility is considered. Or that Reading is properly addressing 
pollution and air quality. Reading is in favour of cars over pedestrians particularly North of 
the river. They also fail to address any conflict between cyclists and ppedestrians on shared 
paths 
If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it 
necessary to participate in examination hearing session(s)?: Yes, I wish to participate in 
hearing session(s) 
Author name: Sara Fulbrook 
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to: planningpolicy@reading.gov.uk or Planning Policy Team, Reading Borough Council, Civic 
Offices, Bridge Street, RG1 2LU. 

  

You may also wish to attend one of our drop-in events to talk about the Local Plan to a planning 
officer in more detail. There is no need to let us know if you wish to attend beforehand. These will 
be held at the Civic Offices, Bridge Street, RG1 2LU in main reception on Tuesday 26th 
November from 13:00 to 18:00 and Wednesday 11th December from 14:30 to 19:30.  

  

At this stage, representations should focus on whether the plan is legally compliant, fulfils the 
duty to co-operate and meets the ótests of soundnessô, as set out in paragraph 35 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). Following the public consultation, officers will take some 
time to consider the publicôs feedback before the Local Plan is to be submitted to the Secretary of 
State for examination.  

  

If you would like to be removed from our consultation lists, please let us know. We look forward 
to receiving your comments. 

  

Regards, 

  

Planning Policy Team 

Planning, Transport and Public Protection | Directorate of Economic Growth and Neighbourhood Services 

  

Reading Borough Council 

Civic Offices 

Bridge Street 

Reading 

RG1 2LU 

  

Tel: 0118 9373337 

Email: planningpolicy@reading.gov.uk 

  

Website | Facebook | Twitter | YouTube 
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Rejwerska, Marcelina

From: Susan Gray 
Sent: 18 December 2024 12:37
To: Planning Policy
Subject: Comments on Local Plan - No mention of Fobney Marsh - (Local Green Space - 

Public Open Space)

 Warning! This mail is from an external sender - please do not click any links or open any 
attachments unless you trust this sender, and know the content is safe  For the attention of  

RBC, BFfC Staff and Councillors 
I would like to raise my concern that Fobney Marsh is not mentioned in the Local plan, this is an important area within 
Reading acting as a 
natural green space  for the residents to walk and be within the  natural environment. This is a uniquely open natural 
space (not a park or manicured area.) It provides clean air and a space away from the town. 
 
 Fobney Marsh provides a flood control area and any development  or drainage of this land would therefore cause issues 
in other areas. It frequently floods in Autumn and Winter, and with rainfall expected to rise in the future it is important to 
maintain these areas for flood protection. 
 
As part of Reading's response to the climate emergency and biodiversity crisis the land should  also be treated as a 
carbon sink  and unique nesting site for  birds in the area .  
 
This area provides the utmost importance to our town, Reading  is densely populated and intensely urban and  Fobney 
Marsh provides an accessible area for the residents who do not have private transportation 
 
Attached Photo of birds spotted and Map of the area in question. 
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Kind Regards 
Susan Gray 
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Rejwerska, Marcelina

From: Haynes 
Sent: 18 December 2024 09:51
To: Planning Policy
Subject: Partial update to local plan 

 Warning! This mail is from an external sender - please do not click any links or open any 
attachments unless you trust this sender, and know the content is safe  For the attention of  

RBC, BFfC Staff and Councillors 

Dear sirs  
 
Please accept this email as written notification regarding your proposal Partial Update to Local Plan 
(Regulation 19), in response to questions 15 and 75. And the allotments current holding. 
 
This has been an open space for many years and should remain so. I believe the Council's 
designation of only part of the land at Kentwood Hill (WR3s) and Armour Hill (WR3t) as Local Green 
Space is unacceptable for many reasons. ALL the land should be granted Local Green Space status 
as it satisfies the criteria and is an important space for wild life the environment and the 
community.  There are not enough green spaces in Tilehurst as it stands.  
Regards  
Trevor and Alison Haynes 

 
Sent from my iPhone 
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(Response from webform) 
Title: Mr 
First name: Mark 
Last name: Hazelton 
Would you like to include the contact details of an agent(s)?: No 
To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?: All 
Do you consider the Local Plan is legally compliant?: No 
Do you consider the Local Plan is sound?: No 
Do you consider the Local Plan complies with the Duty to co-operate?: No 
Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is 
unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan 
or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your 
comments.  
The LGS (Local Green Space) status should be given to all of the land as requested and not 
just the small change to site WR3s. All of the space meets the LGS criteria (in reasonably 
close proximity to the community it serves; is demonstrably special to a local community and 
holds a particular local significance because of the richness of its wildlife; and is local in 
character and is not an extensive tract of land) 
I feel it is unsound of RBC Officers to take the view of the landlord TPLC and their agents 
who want to develop the land when LGS is about allowing local communities to protect 
green space that’s important to them 
It ignores all the evidence submitted of the variety of wildlife found across all of the land 
(over a 100 different species) and expert opinions from CPRE England, BBOWT, Badgers 
Trust and Rural England 
All of the land is vital to support the wildlife for hunting, breeding, foraging and refuge so it’s 
flawed environmental reasoning to suggest that small areas of land of 'greatest importance 
for wildlife' would not be adversely affected by development of broader hunting, foraging 
grounds. Some species - bats and birds - identified predominantly in skies around the 
builders yard and on Armour Hill 
There is also a stark contrast between what is expected to be provided for granting LGS 
designation to these sites compared to that of previous designations (like the Victoria Rec 
and the allotments) and the new additional proposed LGS in this partial plan update of the 
Ibis Sports Club (a private club with playing fields adjacent to RBC owned Rivermead centre 
The site adjacent to Kentwood Hill/Armour Road is an important local green space that 
provides refuge to disappearing English wildlife, and should be classed as LGS not suitable 
for residential development. 
Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan 
legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness matters 
you have identified above. (Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-
operate is incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why each 
modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if 
you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording or any policy or text. 
Please be as precise as possible.  
The LGS (Local Green Space) status should be given to all of the land as requested and not 
just the small change to site WR3s. All of the space meets the LGS criteria (in reasonably 
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close proximity to the community it serves; is demonstrably special to a local community and 
holds a particular local significance because of the richness of its wildlife; and is local in 
character and is not an extensive tract of land) 
It is unsound of RBC Officers to take the view of the landlord TPLC and their agents who 
want to develop the land when LGS is about allowing local communities to protect green 
space that’s important to them 
RBC must consider the evidence submitted of the variety of wildlife found across all of the 
land (over a 100 different species) and expert opinions from CPRE England, BBOWT, 
Badgers Trust and Rural England. The site owners are not allowing a separate wildlife audit. 
Please upload any supporting information (if necessary).  
Do you wish to make further comments concerning another paragraph, policy or area 
of the policies map?: No 
If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s) please outline why you consider 
this to be necessary:  
If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it 
necessary to participate in examination hearing session(s)?: No, I do not wish to 
participate in hearing session(s) 
Author name: Mark Hazelton 
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Rejwerska, Marcelina

From: Steve Hicks 
Sent: 16 December 2024 09:06
To: Planning Policy
Subject: Re: Local Plan partial update consultation response
Attachments: Document1.docx

 Warning! This mail is from an external sender - please do not click any links or open any 
attachments unless you trust this sender, and know the content is safe  For the attention of  

RBC, BFfC Staff and Councillors 

 
 

Dear Planning  
 
Please find my repeat justification for reallocating the whole of sites WR3s and WR3t 
from residential to local green space for submission to the planning inspectorate. The 
importance of protecting this land from development remains a key priority for local 
people and our endangered wildlife habitats against a national housing development 
program that is disjointed, disorganised and will do nothing to help the majority of 
British people in need secure homes.  

 
Kind regards  
 
Steve Hicks 
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Rejwerska, Marcelina

From: Steve Hicks 
Sent: 18 December 2024 09:59
To: Planning Policy
Subject: Local Plan partial updatesites WR3s and WR3t

Warning ! For the aƩenƟon of  RBC, BFfC Staff and Councillors 
 
This mail is from an external sender - please do not click any links or open any aƩachments unless you trust this 
sender, and know the content is safe 
 
 
Dear Planning Policy 
 
As regards the ParƟal Update to the Local Plan (RegulaƟon 19), in response to quesƟons 15 and 75, I believe the 
Council's designaƟon of only part of the land at Kentwood Hill (WR3s) and Armour Hill (WR3t) as Local Green Space 
is unsound.  
 
For the reasons set out in my leƩer of 30/01/2024 and sent again by email yesterday I believe that ALL the land 
should be granted Local Green Space status. 
 
This is because it saƟsfies all the qualifying criteria and is the only way to ensure all the valid reasons for protecƟng 
the habitat and valuable green space can be ensured. 
 
Kind regards  
 
Steve Hicks  

 
  



Consultation response to Local Plan partial update 

30/01/2024       Steve Hicks 

         

Dear Sir or Madam 

I am writing to you in connection with the above Local Plan partial update consultation and with 

specific reference to the Land at Kentwood Hill and Amour Hill, site allocations WR3s and Wr3t 

respectively. 

You will no doubt be aware of widespread local community interest and support for the retention of 

these area as protected wildlife habitats from previous petitions, representations, public meetings 

and cross party Councillor and MP involvement as well as evidence based acknowledgement and 

support from  environmental and wildlife groups such as Globe, BBONT, Badger Trust and Thames 

Valley Environmental Records Centre (TVERC) and the local active Keep Kentwood Green (KKG) lobby 

group. 

You will have my previous written submissions on file setting out my support and justification for 

protecting this much valued, unique and rare area of unspoilt open space and a wildlife haven as well 

as the unique character it provides to the local area, and I would kindly refer you to them as 

supporting context to this consultation response.    

I have set out my specific consultation responses below under Q15 and Q75 of the consultation and 

drawn a brief conclusion at the end of this letter which I hope demonstrates that the sites qualify as 

local green space and are not necessary for housing supply.  

Q15: Do you consider that Land at Kentwood Hill (WR3s) and Land at Armour Hill (WR3t) would 

qualify as Local Green Space (LGS)? 

I consider that both sites qualify as local green space because they are: 

a) in close proximity to the community they serve  

b) demonstrably special to the local community and hold particular local significance, for 

example because of its beauty, historic significance, recreational value, tranquillity or 

richness of its wildlife; and 

c) local in character and is not an extensive tract of land 

The local community of Tilehurst benefits for and is therefore served by these two sites, the  

beneficiaries being local residents, allotment plot holders, dog walkers, regular bypassers and those 

who appreciate and benefit for the mental wellbeing of green spaces and interlinked wildlife 

corridors and areas. 

This is evidenced by the strong local support given to preserving these sites in the form of petitions, 

representations, public meetings and cross party Councillor and MP involvement. 

These sites are the only pocket of undisturbed wildlife habitat in Tilehurst, located within a suburban 

area and enjoyed as significant wooded areas for their visual and functional amenity value. 









area has historically been used to grow watercress. Objective 9 relates to clean environments 

and site are not accessible to human activity. 

All the above points under this Question 75 have material planning policy weight and should be 

assessed in the planning balance when considering residential deallocation and LGS protection.  

I hope I have demonstrated that the reallocation of sites WR3s and WR3t from residential 

development to protected local green space: 

has strong local community support  

meets the necessary criteria  

has support from a range of professional organisations and authoritative bodies   

protects a long established and unique woodland wildlife habitat 

is not detrimental to housing supply  

is not without precedent 

supports other Planning and Council polices  

Kind regards 

Steve Hicks  

 

   

 



125 
 

Historic England 
  



126 
 

(Response from webform) 
Title: Mr 
First name: Guy 
Last name: Robinson 
Would you like to include the contact details of an agent(s)?: No 
To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?: CR14n 
Do you consider the Local Plan is legally compliant?: Yes 
Do you consider the Local Plan is sound?: No 
Do you consider the Local Plan complies with the Duty to co-operate?: Yes 
Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is 
unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan 
or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your 
comments.  
As stated in our letter, we assert policy CR14n is unsound because it appears to rely solely 
on archaeological investigation as a way to avoid harm to the Scheduled Monument. This is 
unlikely to be effective, because it omits reference to archaeological desk-based 
assessment, and fails to connect with the potentially positive role of development in heritage 
terms. Rather than simply aiming to avoid harm, there is the opportunity to set out a positive 
strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment, as required by the 
NPPF.  
We recommend reference to heritage impact assessment as the mechanism through which 
place-shaping can most effectively be delivered. This site provides a rare opportunity for 
enhancement, with the potential to foster greater appreciation of the Holy Brook, the Abbey 
Quarter (which currently it turns its back on) and any archaeological remains associated with 
the Abbey. This needs very careful handling, which the current policy does not fully 
articulate. We suggest revised wording for consideration, including reinforcing the need for 
Scheduled Monument Consent and the need for early engagement with Historic England.  
To better align with the NPPF, we advise referring to a Scheduled Monument, rather than a 
scheduled ancient monument, and “harm” rather than “detrimental effects”. 
Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan 
legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness matters 
you have identified above. (Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-
operate is incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why each 
modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if 
you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording or any policy or text. 
Please be as precise as possible.  
Development should: 
• Take measures to avoid or minimise any harm to the Scheduled Monument by 
ensuring sensitive scheme design that is informed by archaeological desk-based 
assessment, followed by adequate archaeological investigation where necessary. Scheduled 
Monument Consent will be required if a proposal affecting a Scheduled Monument 
constitutes ‘works’, as defined by the Ancient Monuments and Archaeological areas Act 
1979. Early engagement with Historic England is required. Where significant remains are 
present, there is a presumption in favour of their preservation in-situ. Proposals should 
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deliver heritage benefits. Heritage impact assessment is needed to support effective place-
shaping that reinforces links between the site, the Holy Brook and the Abbey Quarter; 
• Avoid harm to the setting of the Conservation Area;” 
Please upload any supporting information (if necessary). 
https://reading.govocal.com/uploads/f737bddd-6c0f-4be6-a1e3-
c28dfb45dbf4/idea_file/file/0f473737-4427-489b-b024-
aca37b80f142/20241218_ReadingLP_update_Reg19_HE_GR_response.pdf  
Do you wish to make further comments concerning another paragraph, policy or area 
of the policies map?: No 
If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s) please outline why you consider 
this to be necessary: We have endeavoured to be constructive in our review and would 
welcome the opportunity to engage with the Council in preparation of a Statement of 
Common Ground. If it is not possible to reach agreement on any or all of the issues, we 
would wish to participate in the relevant hearing session to explain and clarify our concerns, 
if necessary; to take part in any discussions on the matter; and to answer any questions the 
Inspector may have. 
If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it 
necessary to participate in examination hearing session(s)?: Yes, I wish to participate in 
hearing session(s) 
Author name: Guy Robinson 

  

https://reading.govocal.com/uploads/f737bddd-6c0f-4be6-a1e3-c28dfb45dbf4/idea_file/file/0f473737-4427-489b-b024-aca37b80f142/20241218_ReadingLP_update_Reg19_HE_GR_response.pdf
https://reading.govocal.com/uploads/f737bddd-6c0f-4be6-a1e3-c28dfb45dbf4/idea_file/file/0f473737-4427-489b-b024-aca37b80f142/20241218_ReadingLP_update_Reg19_HE_GR_response.pdf
https://reading.govocal.com/uploads/f737bddd-6c0f-4be6-a1e3-c28dfb45dbf4/idea_file/file/0f473737-4427-489b-b024-aca37b80f142/20241218_ReadingLP_update_Reg19_HE_GR_response.pdf
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FAO:  
The Planning Policy team  
Reading Borough Council 
planningpolicy@reading.gov.uk 
by email only 

Our ref:  
 
 
 

PL00793027 

         18 December 2024 

 

Dear Planning Policy team 

 

Reading Borough Council’s Local Plan Partial Update: Regulation 19 

 

Thank you for consulting us about Reading Borough Council’s Local Plan Partial 

Update (Regulation 19). As the Government’s adviser on the historic environment, 

Historic England is keen to ensure that the protection of the historic environment is 

fully taken into account at all stages and levels of the local planning process. 

 

There is much in the plan that we support. Our detailed comments are attached as 

an appendix to this letter.  

 

In this cover letter, I highlight one policy to which we currently object and other 

matters about which we have significant interest. The latter are concerns that we 

wish to raise with the Council alongside a request that we liaise about these points 

prior to the plan’s examination. 

 

CR14n: Reading Central Library: currently we object to this policy because 

implementation of the policy as worded is unlikely to be effective in heritage terms 

and does not represent a positive strategy for the historic environment as required by 

national policy. We suggest revised wording for consideration, including the need for 

early engagement with Historic England. 

 

Terminology 

As a general comment, there are several occasions where allocation policies refer to 

detrimental effects [to the historic environment]. We recommend referring to “harm” 

to align with the terminology used in the NPPF. Similarly, to align with the NPPF, we 

advise referring to Scheduled Monuments, rather than scheduled ancient monuments, 

and Registered Parks and Gardens rather than historic parks and gardens. 



 

 

4TH FLOOR, CANNON BRIDGE HOUSE, 25 DOWGATE HILL, LONDON EC4R 2YA 

Telephone 020 7973 3700 
HistoricEngland.org.uk 

 
Historic England is subject to both the Freedom of Information Act (2000) and Environmental Information Regulations (2004). A ny 

Information held by the organisation can be requested for release under this legislation. 
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Tall Buildings 

We note that the Council has introduced new areas of less suitability for tall buildings. 

We support the Council’s efforts to determine where in Reading is more suitable, less 

suitable and unsuitable for tall buildings.  

 

We would be interested to see the evidence underpinning the areas of less suitability. 

 

Having introduced such areas, we take this opportunity to raise a proposal with the 

Council: the area north of King’s Road is not an optimal area for tall buildings. In our 

detailed comments, we suggest recategorizing that subsection of the eastern cluster 

as an area of less suitability for tall buildings.  

 

CR13a Reading Prison 

We welcome the heritage-led approach being taken by the Council and encourage 

the Council to consider requiring a heritage-led development brief for the site. Our 

main outstanding concern relates to what 10,000m2 of mixed use means in practice 

in terms of massing, form and density. Without a clear idea of what this means, we 

cannot be confident in what will be achieved, including the Council’s heritage 

aspirations. Within our comments, we recommend the policy requires early 

engagement with Historic England. 

 

CR15: The Reading Abbey Quarter 

We recommend the policy refers to avoiding unacceptable harm to the historic 

environment and requires early engagement with Historic England. 

 

 

We have endeavoured to be constructive in our review and would welcome the 

opportunity to engage with the Council in preparation of a Statement of Common 

Ground. If it is not possible to reach agreement on any or all of the issues, we would 

wish to participate in the relevant hearing session to explain and clarify our concerns, 

if necessary; to take part in any discussions on the matter; and to answer any 

questions the Inspector may have. 

 

I hope that these comments are helpful. If you have any queries about this matter or 

would like to discuss anything further, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

 

Yours sincerely 
 

Guy Robinson, BSc, RTPI 

Historic Environment Planning Adviser 

Development Advice – London and the South East Region 

guy.robinson@historicengland.org.uk 
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Appendix A: Table of Historic England’s comments on the proposed Reading Local Plan partial update (Reg 19) 
 
The page numbers cited are from the version of the local plan without tracked changes 
 
Page Section Sound/ 

Unsound 
Comments Suggested Change 

20-22 Policy CC2: 
Sustainable 
Design and 
Construction 

 

Sound   

23 Paragraph 
4.1.5 
 

Comment We welcome this paragraph.  

23 / 24 Policy CC3: 
Adaptation to 
climate 
change 

 

Sound Note there is a typo: “colling”  

24 Paragraph 
4.1.7 

Comment Climate change also effects the historic 
environment. We suggest this is 
acknowledged in this paragraph. 
 

“…There will also be significant impacts on biodiversity and the historic and natural 
environment. Applicants must seek a good understanding of future climate risk and 
incorporate these risks into designs from the outset.” 

27 Paragraph 
4.1.20 

Comment While we welcome this paragraph on 
archaeological remains, might it be 
expanded also to refer to the need to 

consider potential impacts on the setting of 
heritage assets? We suggest possible 
wording for consideration. 

 

“Decentralised energy infrastructure has the potential to impact on the significance 
of heritage assets, including their setting. Such impacts should be assessed via 
proportionate heritage impact assessment, as appropriate. Due to the underground 

nature of heat networks, particular attention should be paid to any possible 
archaeological impacts as detailed in Policy EN2: Areas of Archaeological 
Significance.” 
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28 / 29 Policy CC7: 
Design and the 
Public Realm 

Sound   

33 / 34 Policy CC9: 

Securing 
infrastructure 

Sound We support the clarifications in this policy 

pertaining to cultural infrastructure. 

 

37 Title of section 
4.2 

Comment We recommend amending the title of this 
section to align with paragraph 8 of the 
NPPF and recognise that the built 
environment is not synonymous with the 
historic environment. 

“Built, Historic and Natural Environment” 

40 Paragraphs 

4.2.10 and 
4.2.11 

Comment We suggest amending terminology to 

Scheduled Monuments to align with the 
NPPF. 
 
Also, we suggest referring to Registered 
Parks and Gardens (RPGs) when that is 
meant rather than historic parks that are not 

on the national register. 
 

Paragraph 4.2.10: 

“…Heritage assets may be formally designated as being or national importance or of 
local importance and may include listed buildings, conservation areas, Sscheduled 
ancient Mmonuments…” 
 
Paragraph 4.2.11: 

• “Two Scheduled Ancient Monuments (Reading Abbey, including the Civil War 

earthworks and Reading Gaol, and High Bridge); 

• Five Historic Registered Parks and Gardens;..,” 

40 / 41 Policy EN1: 
Protection and 

Enhancement 
of the Historic 
Environment 
 

Comment We are approaching reference to historic parks and gardens in this policy as applying to RPGs and other historic parks and 
gardens of local or regional interest. If the policy is intended to focus only on those parks and gardens on the register mai ntained 

by Historic England, these two references in the policy should be changed to Registered Parks and Gardens. 
 

42 - 47 Policies EN2 – 
EN6 
 

 

Sound   
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45 Paragraph 
4.2.21 
 

Comment While we are comfortable with policy EN4, we are not entirely clear about paragraph 4.2.21, relating to the scope of policy EN4.  
 
We had interpreted policy EN4 as having a relatively wide scope. Regrettably, we are unclear about its scope in light of paragraph 

4.2.21. Surely when identifying buildings of townscape merit, the expectation is that they are locally important? 
 
We believe that either the text of paragraph 4.2.21 or the title of policy EN4 needs to change, perhaps both.  
 

63 / 64 Policy EN14: 
Trees, Hedges 
and 

Woodlands 
 

Comment We welcome many of the proposed changes 
and suggest a minor amendment to the 
reference to heritage impacts from planting, 

which does not fully recognise the potential 
to harm archaeological remains, nor fully 
align with supporting paragraph 4.2.84. 

The level of impact of new tree planting on 
archaeology should be assessed on a case- 
by-case basis. 

“5… 

b. Planting should consider the historic environment as appropriate, assess 
archaeological potential in advance of landscape designs and planting schemes 

and avoid potential future harm to designated heritage assets (in accordance with 
policies EN1 – EN6);” 

87 / 88 H2: Density 

and mix 
 

Comment We note the Council is proposing a significant increase in density – especially in the town centre. While we do not dispute the 

merits of intensifying development in the most sustainable locations, we do we have a concern about the degree to which these 
minima figures take account of impacts on the historic environment. Mitigating these concerns, we welcome the proposed 
exception clause, and thus we do not object: 

“Exceptions to the minimum densities will apply where achieving that density would:  

• Cause unacceptable harm to a designated heritage asset or its setting;”  

157 CR2: Design 
in central 
Reading 
 

Sound Note typo: “prioritsed” in the final sentence.  

166 - 

168 

CR10: Tall 

Buildings 

Comment We note that the Council has introduced new areas of less suitability for tall buildings. We support the Council’s efforts to 

determine where in Reading is more suitable, less suitable and unsuitable for tall buildings.  
 
That said, we encourage the Council to consider recategorizing the area north of King’s Road in the eastern cluster (CR10c) from 
an area suitable for tall buildings to an area of less suitability.  We assert that the area north of King’s Road is not an ideal location 
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for tall buildings, given the potential for archaeological remains linked with the former Abbey, which could be impacted by the piling 
required for tall buildings, and the proximity to designated heritage assets (with potential to affect their setting) such as the former 
Abbey ruins, the Grade I Abbey Gate and Forbury Gardens (Grade II Registered Park and Garden).   

 
Looking at the Council’s Tall Buildings Strategy, the view from Forbury Gardens of the Grade I Abbey Gate is flagged as 
important, but the existing tall building (The Blade) behind it harms that view. This subsection of the eastern cluster connects with 
the Abbey through the Scheduled ruins and the Holy Brook and, in our opinion, should be considered more sensitively.  
 
We would be interested to learn more about the evidence underpinning the areas of less suitability for tall buildings.  

 

169 Paragraph 
5.3.37 

Comment We recommend expanding the opening of 
paragraph 5.3.37 as suggested. 

“It is vital that, given their prominence and the potential for them to impact on the 
setting of heritage assets, new tall buildings are of the highest architectural 
quality…” 
 

172 - 
175 

CR11b 
Greyfriars 
Road Corner 

 

Comment We recommend integrating reference to the 
Grade I church opposite this site, noting the 
potential for the site’s development to affect 

this highly designated listed building. 
 

“There will be active retail and leisure uses on the ground floor along Friar Street, 
with a mix of uses on higher floors and in the rest of the area. The edge of the site 
nearest to the areas of traditional terracing west of Greyfriars Road and Greyfriars 

Church (Grade I) will require careful design treatment.” 
 

180 CR12d: Broad 
Street Mall 
 

Comment Reference should be made to the (many) 
heritage assets nearby, including the Grade 
I Church of St. Mary. We recommend 
wording for consideration. 

“…Alternatively, a development which retains the existing mall with additional 
development above may be appropriate where it improves the quality of the existing 
mall frontages. Proposals should respond sympathetically to the significance of 
nearby heritage assets, including (but not limited to) the Church of St. Mary (Grade I) 
and St Mary's Butts and Castle Street Conservation Area.” 

 

180 CR12e: Hosier 
Street 

Comment Reference should be made to the (many) 
heritage assets nearby, including the Grade 
I Church of St. Mary. We recommend 
wording for consideration. 

“… The car parking below ground level will be retained and incorporated into the 
development. Proposals should respond sympathetically to the significance of 
nearby heritage assets, including (but not limited to) the Church of St. Mary (Grade I)  
and St Mary's Butts and Castle Street Conservation Area.” 
 

183 - 
185 

CR13: East 
Side Major 

Opportunity 
Area 

Comment Criterion v would benefit from several minor 
amendments: 

“v) Conserve and enhance the significance of the listed buildings in the area, 
Reading Abbey sScheduled ancient mMonument and Forbury Registered Park and 

Gardenhistoric garden in the area and their settings where possible;” 
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• referring to the assets’ significance (rather 

than risk focusing solely on their fabric),  

• referring to a Scheduled Monument 

(rather than scheduled ancient 

monument) to align with the NPPF; 

also, we assert adding “Reading Abbey” 

could be a helpful identifier, connecting 

its multiple sites in the area; and  

• Forbury Registered Park and Garden to 

acknowledge that it is on the national 

Register.  

We suggest revised wording for consideration. 
 
In CR13a, we recommend referring to 

Reading Abbey Scheduled Monument, 
rather than a scheduled ancient monument. 
This roots the wording in the local context 
and connects with the NPPF terminology. 
 
Focusing on plans for the prison, we have a 

detailed interest in what 10,000m2 might 
look like. Currently this is unclear, in terms 
of massing, form and density. While we 
support the proposed heritage-led 
approach, we wish to be involved in 
detailed discussions as they develop and 

request that reference be made in policy to 
early engagement with Historic England.  

We recommend the Council considers 
adding the need for a development brief for 
this site. 

CR13a Reading Prison: 

“…The site is part of Reading Abbey a sScheduled ancient mMonument, and 
therefore any additional development will be dependent on a thorough 

demonstration that it would not have detrimental impacts on the significant 
archaeological interest, informed by early engagement with Historic England…” 
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187 Paragraph 
5.4.28 

 

 

Comment Given the sensitivity of the site, we 
recommend the local plan explicitly refers to 
proportionate heritage impact assessment, 

which provides the mechanism through 
which proposals can be considered. 

“…Reading Prison is a highly constrained site, and the Framework contains much 
more detailed information on these issues and how they should be addressed. It is 
important that options for uses that may secure the future of the listed prison 

building are kept open at this stage but a cultural, heritage or leisure use that is in 
accordance with the historic importance of this building should be the focus 
informed by proportionate heritage impact assessment.” 
 

189 CR14d 173-
175 Friar 
Street and 27-

32 Market 
Place 
 

Comment We recommend a slightly revised 
formulation of wording that more explicitly 
picks up the need to consider listed 

buildings (plural) within the site and also 
nearby buildings (which include the Grade I 
Church of St Laurence). 
 

“Development should: 

• Avoid harm to detrimental effects on the significance (including the settings) of 

the listed buildings within and adjacent to the site and the Conservation Area 

and their settings;…” 

190 CR14g The 
Oracle 
Riverside East 

Comment We recommend referring to “harm” rather 
than “detrimental effects” to align with the 
terminology in the NPPF. 

“Development should: … 

• Avoid detrimental effects on harm to the significance of listed buildings and the 

Conservation Area and their settings;;” 

190 CR14i 

Enterprise 
House, 89-97 
London Street 

Comment We advise a slightly revised formulation of 

wording that more explicitly picks up the 
need to consider listed buildings (plural) 
within the site and also nearby buildings. 
 
We recommend referring to “harm” rather 
than “detrimental effects” to align with the 

terminology in the NPPF. 
 

“Development should: 

• Avoid harm to detrimental effects on the significance (including the settings) of 

the listed buildings within and adjacent to the site and the Conservation Area; 

• Address noise impacts on residential use; and 

• Address air quality impacts on residential use.” 

 

191 CR14l 187-
189 Kings 
Road 

Comment We recommend referring to “harm” rather 
than “detrimental effects” to align with the 
terminology in the NPPF. Also, we 
recommend referring to listed buildings 
plural, noting the potential to affect the 

setting of nearby listed buildings. 

“Development should: 

• Avoid harm to detrimental effects on the significance of the listed buildings 

and the Conservation Area;” 
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192 CR14n: 
Reading 
Central Library 

Object We assert the policy is unsound because it 
appears to rely solely on archaeological 
investigation as a way to avoid harm to the 

Scheduled Monument. This is unlikely to be 
effective, because it omits reference to 
archaeological desk-based assessment, 
and fails to connect with the potentially 
positive role of development in heritage 
terms. Rather than simply aiming to avoid 

harm, there is the opportunity to set out a 
positive strategy for the conservation and 
enjoyment of the historic environment, as 
required by the NPPF.  
 
We recommend reference to heritage 

impact assessment as the mechanism 
through which place-shaping can most 
effectively be delivered. This site provides a 
rare opportunity for enhancement, with the 
potential to foster greater appreciation of 
the Holy Brook, the Abbey Quarter (which 

currently it turns its back on) and any 
archaeological remains associated with the 
Abbey. This needs very careful handling, 
which the current policy does not fully 
articulate. We suggest revised wording for 
consideration, including reinforcing the 

need for Scheduled Monument Consent 
and the need for early engagement with 
Historic England.  

To better align with the NPPF, we advise 
referring to a Scheduled Monument, rather 
than a scheduled ancient monument, and 

“harm” rather than “detrimental effects”. 

“Development should: 

• Take measures to avoid or minimise prevent any harm to detrimental 

impact on the sScheduled ancient mMonument by ensuring sensitive 

scheme design that is informed by archaeological desk-based assessment, 

followed by adequate archaeological investigation where necessary. 

Scheduled Monument Consent will be required if a proposal affecting a 

Scheduled Monument constitutes ‘works’, as defined by the Ancient 

Monuments and Archaeological areas Act 1979. Early engagement with 

Historic England is required. Where significant remains are present, there is 

a presumption in favour of their preservation in-situ. Proposals should 

deliver heritage benefits. Heritage impact assessment is needed to support 

effective place-shaping that reinforces links between the site, the Holy 

Brook and the Abbey Quarter; 

• Avoid harm to detrimental effects on the setting of the Conservation Area;” 
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193 CR14r John 
Lewis Depot, 
Mill Lane 

Comment We recommend referring to “harm” rather 
than “detrimental effects” to align with the 
terminology in the NPPF. 

“Development should: 

• Avoid harm to detrimental effects on the setting of listed buildings and the 

Conservation Area; 

• Take account of potential archaeological significance;” 

193 CR14s 20-22 
Duke Street 

Comment We recommend referring to avoiding or 
minimising “harm” rather than preventing 
“detrimental effects” to align with the 
terminology in the NPPF. 
 
To better align with the NPPF, reference 

should be made to a Scheduled Monument, 
rather than a scheduled ancient monument. 
 

“Development should: … 

• Take measures to avoid or minimise harm to prevent any impact on the 

Sscheduled ancient Mmonument; 

• Avoid harm to detrimental effects on the setting of listed buildings and the 

Conservation Area; 

• Take account of potential archaeological significance;” 

194 CR14t: Aquis 
House, 41-9 
Forbury Road 
 

Comment We recommend referring to “harm” rather 
than “detrimental effects” to align with the 
terminology in the NPPF. 

“Development should: … 

• Avoid harm to detrimental effects on the setting of listed buildings and the 

Conservation Area; 

• Take account of potential archaeological significance;” 

 

194 CR14u 33 
Blagrave 
Street 

Comment We encourage the Council to be more 
demanding and clearer in the design 
contribution that this site should make to 
the conservation area, using the language 
used in policy EN3. Reference should be 
made to the nearby Town Hall (Grade II*).  

“Development should: 

• Contribute positively to the character and distinctiveness of Enhance the 

Conservation Area where possible and respond sympathetically to the 

significance of Reading Town Hall; 

• Take account of potential archaeological significance;” 

197 CR14ab 160-
163 Friar 

Street 

Comment The site is sensitive from a heritage 
perspective, especially noting its proximity 

to the Town Hall (Grade II*). This should be 
acknowledged in policy. 

“Development should: 

• Avoid harm to the settings of listed buildings and the Conservation Area 

• Address air quality impacts on residential use; and 

• Address noise impacts on residential use.” 



 

 

4TH FLOOR, CANNON BRIDGE HOUSE, 25 DOWGATE HILL, LONDON EC4R 2YA 

Telephone 020 7973 3700 
HistoricEngland.org.uk 

 
Historic England is subject to both the Freedom of Information Act (2000) and Environmental Information Regulations (2004). A ny 

Information held by the organisation can be requested for release under this legislation. 
 

11 

Page Section Sound/ 
Unsound 

Comments Suggested Change 

200 CR15: The 
Reading 
Abbey Quarter 

Comment While we broadly support this policy, 
reference to links between the Abbey Quarter 
and the Prison need to acknowledge the 

potential for impacts on heritage 
significance.  
 
As stated in our response at Regulation 18, 
gaps in the prison wall may be possible, but 
they will need to be limited, and carefully 

positioned, both to prevent negative impact 
on the significance of the listed prison, and 
to enhance understanding of the Abbey 
ruins and below-ground remains. There is 
scope to deliver heritage benefits, which the 
policy should encourage. We recommend 

also referring to the need for early 
engagement with Historic England. 
 

“The Abbey Quarter should be considered in the context of the adjacent historic 
Reading Prison site identified in policy CR13, which represents an opportunity to 
further consolidate the cluster of heritage interest and cultural setting of The Abbey 

Quarter. The areas should link into and complement one another, providing public 
access via the linkages where possible without unacceptable harm to heritage 
significance, informed by early engagement with Historic England. Proposals should 
deliver heritage benefits.” 
 
 

201 / 
201 
 

CR16: Area to 
the north of 
Friar Street 
and east of 

Station Road 

Sound   

242 CA1c Land at 
Lowfield Road 

Comment We welcome the proposed changes to this 
policy. For extra clarity, we recommend 
flagging that Caversham Park is a 
Registered Park and Garden. 
 

“Avoid detrimental visual effects on the North Reading Dry Valleys and Chilterns 
Escarpment major landscape feature and on Caversham Registered Park and 
Garden; and” 
 

245 / 
246 

CA2: 
Caversham 

Park 

Sound   
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253 ER1i 261-275 
London Road 

Comment For complete clarity we suggest using the 
phrase “Registered Park and Garden” to 
align with the NPPF. 

 

“Make a positive contribution to the setting of the Registered Park and Garden 
registered historic park at Reading Cemetery;” 
 

256 ER2: 
Whiteknights 
Campus, 
University of 
Reading 

Comment Acknowledging the listed buildings within 
the site and the connection of the site to a 
wider historic landscape, we recommend 
referring to the historic environment in the 
policy. We suggest wording for consideration. 

“Development will accord with the following criteria: 

• Areas of wildlife significance and current or potential green links will be retained 

or enhanced, and not detrimentally affected by development, including through 

light effects; 

• Proposals will conserve or enhance the historic environment;  

• The safety of those using the campus will be maintained or enhanced; 

• There will be no significant detrimental impact on the amenity of neighbouring 

residential properties; and 

• The loss of undeveloped areas on the site will be weighed against the benefits 

of development to the wider community.” 

257 / 
258 

ER3: Royal 
Berkshire 
Hospital 

Sound   

298 Definition of 
Historic Parks 
and Gardens 

Comment This reference should be tightened to clarify 
that this refers to historic parks and gardens 
on the Register maintained by Historic 

England, rather than other historic parks 
and gardens not on that register. I have 
added an explanatory sentence in the 
suggested wording, in case that is useful. 
 

Registered Historic Parks and Gardens: Parks and gardens of special historic 
interest, designated by Historic England. The Register celebrates designed 
landscapes of note and facilitates their appropriate protection.” 
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Sent by email to: planningpolicy@reading.gov.uk  

 

 

           18/12/2024 

 

 

Dear Sir/ Madam 

 

Reading Local Plan 

 

1. Thank you for consulting the Home Builders Federation (HBF) on the to the Reading Local 

Plan Partial Update (LPU). The HBF is the principal representative body of the 

housebuilding industry in England and Wales and our representations reflect the views of 

discussions with our membership of national and multinational corporations through to 

regional developers and small local housebuilders. Our members account for over 80% of 

all new housing built in England and Wales in any one year. 

 

New NPPF and transitional arrangements 

 

New NPPF 

 

2. The latest iteration he National Planning policy Framework was adopted on the 12th of 

December 2024. The transitionary arrangements establish that plans that reach regulation 

19 to March12 2025 and meeting at least 80% of their housing needs will be examined 

under the previous version of the framework. However, where plan housing requirement is 

less than 80% of their local housing needs, as determined using the new Standard Method, 

the plan will need to be submitted prior to the 12th of March 2025 for it to be considered 

under the previous version of the framework. On the basis that the housing requirement in 

this local plan (825 dwellings per annum) is 80.2% of local housing needs then the plan will 

be considered under the previous NPPF.  

 

3. However, this is based on the assumption that the plan period for the LPU commences in 

2023/24. Given that the plan has been prepared on the basis of the standard method with 



 

 

 

a base period starting in 2024/25, HBF considers the period over which housing should be 

planned for should start from 24/25 not 23/24. Given that the Council’s housing requirement 

is capacity constrained this would mean that the annual housing requirement in the plan 

would fall on the basis of a policy compliant plan period being adopted. Using the latest 

housing trajectory in the LPU starting the plan in 24/25 would result in a housing requirement 

of 813 dpa, 79% of local housing needs.  

 

4. It is also notable that the windfall allowance has not been amended to reflect the Council’s 

evidence. The trajectory in Appendix 1 includes a total figure of 2,859 homes from small 

unidentified sites of less than 10 units yet the Housing and Economic Land Availability 

Assessment from November 2024 recommends that these sites would deliver 1,534 homes 

over the plan period. Reducing capacity to reflect the council’s evidence would see the 

housing requirement fall to 751 dpa over the plan period (73% of local housing needs).  

 

5. However, given that the housing requirement in the LPU is a capacity constrained figure, 

and it is the Council’s position that it cannot meet its full housing needs using either the 

current or proposed standard method, the HBF consider the most appropriate way forward 

is for the Council to submit under the new NPPF. This would ensure that there is no 

confusion as to the level of unmet housing needs arising in Reading and avoid the need for 

the plan to be reviewed in line with paragraph 236 of the new NPPF. 

 

Viability evidence 

 

6. The Council did not publish its viability evidence until the two week prior to the consultation 

closing and did not extend the consultation period as suggested by the HBF. This gave us 

insufficient time to properly consider the evidence and as such the HBF reserve the right to 

comment on the viability evidence through the examination in public.  

 

Duty to Co-operate 

 

7. The Council outline in their Duty to Co-operate Statement that no statements of common 

ground (SoCG) have been signed but there is an intention to prepare one for each of the 

three neighbouring planning authorities. It is disappointing that these have not be n 

prepared for this consultation and does not point to a particularly active or ongoing approach 

to co-operation. SoCGs should not just be one off documents that are prepared prior to 

submission of the local plan but on-going statements of co-operation that are regularly 



 

 

 

updated to indicate progress, or lack of it, with regard to strategic cross boundary issues. 

These will need to be agreed and signed off prior to submission and HBF reserves the right 

to comment on these through the examination in public.  

 

8. From the evidence presented it would appear that the Council has engaged with its 

neighbours on the strategic issue of housing need. However, HBF disagree with the premise 

of this co-operation that there are unmet needs and there are the exceptional circumstances 

present to justify the use of alternative method, a point we return to below. Clearly the 

approach taken by the council has limited the scope of any co-operation and despite the 

Council writing to neighbouring authorities in August 2024 asking for comments should they 

choose to use the standard method we are concerned that the engagement has not been 

effective on this issue. 

 

CC2 Sustainable design and construction 

 

The Policy is unsound as it is not consistent with national policy. 

 

9. This policy will require new housing to achieve net zero. This is defined as a scenario where 

the quantity of anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions arising from energy use on an 

annual basis is zero or negative. The HBF recognise that the Planning and Energy Act 2008 

allows Council’s to set standards that exceed the energy requirements of building 

regulations. However, the Written Ministerial Statement from December 2023 requires such 

policies to be framed on the basis of Building Regulations and use the Target Emission 

Rate and this need to be reflected in CC2 to ensure consistency with national policy, HBF 

would recommend that the policy amended to read: 

 

“… to achieve net-zero development as assessed using the Target Emission 

Rate as specified in the Standard Assessment Procedure. defined as “a 

scenario in which the quantity of anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions 

arising from the development’s operational energy use on an annual basis is 

zero or negative, and where whole-life emissions are reduced through 

sustainable design measures.” 

 

EN12: Biodiversity 

 

The policy is unsound as not consistent national policy 



 

 

 

 

10. Clause b sets out the statutory requirement to deliver a 10% Biodiversity Net Gain and that 

this should be applied on the basis of the Biodiversity Hierarchy that is set out in PPG. HBF 

would therefore question whether the policy is necessary given that is simply reiterating the 

statutory requirement for BNG. If the policy is to be included, we would suggest the 

penultimate sentence should be deleted as it is not relevant to the decision maker where 

offsite provision is delivered. Paragraph 74-008 of PPG is clear that the biodiversity 

hierarchy includes enhancement of existing habitats on site, creation of new habitats on 

site, allocation of registered offsite gains and final purchase of credits. The proximity of 

gains to the site is not necessary for consideration of whether a development has 

implemented the hierarchy. As the council will be aware the spatial multiplier within the 

metric already imposes unit penalties the farther the purchased units are from the original 

development site. As such if development is already incentivised to deliver offsite BNG as 

close to the development as possible making this sentence an unnecessary additional step.  

 

H1: Provision of Housing 

 

The policy unsound as it is unjustified. 

 

11. The Council are proposing to increase the housing requirements to 825 dpa across the 

period 2023 to 2041. This requirement is a capacity constrained requirement and is 52 

homes short of the 878 dpa arrived at using the standard. The HBF recognises that Reading 

is a highly constrained with the Council’s boundary being drawn close to the urban edge. In 

setting a housing requirement of 825 dpa the Council would appear to be basing its plan on 

the 878 dpa arrived at using the standard method the Council claims at paragraph 4.4.3 

that the actual need in the area is 735 dpa and there are exceptional circumstances for in 

Reading that justify using the local assessment need rather than the standard method. HBF 

do not disagree with the Council’s premise the baseline housing need is higher than the 

standard method without the urban uplift. However, the Council’s position for using an 

alternate method would appear to be based principally on the point that it does not agree 

with the use of the urban uplift was this results in a housing need figure that is too high.  

 

12. Firstly, it is important to acknowledge that the changes being proposed to the standard 

method would see local housing needs increase to 1,023 dpa – significantly higher than 

either the current standard method or the Council’s own assessment of needs and an 

indication as to the level of delivery expected in Reading by the Government. It also gives 



 

 

 

an indication as to the level of unmet housing needs that will need to be addressed in 

neighbouring areas. 

 

13. Secondly, the application of the urban uplift is not meant to be directly related to the needs 

of Reading. It is applied to increase delivery in urban areas in order to ensure that more 

homes were built on previously developed land1 and focus more new development where 

there are existing infrastructure and services. It was therefore about increase delivery in 

these areas rather than about meeting the specific needs or those urban areas. Therefore, 

the HBF would argue that just because identified needs are lower there is no justification 

for using an alternate method in these specific circumstances and would recommend that 

paragraph 4.4.3 is deleted as it is unjustified. 

 

Housing supply 

 

14. As to whether the Council’s requirement reflects supply capacity over the plan period the 

HBF cannot comment as it does not promote sites. However, Council must ensure that it 

has left no stone unturned as to potential sites or whether there is capacity on allocated 

sites to do more than is being proposed.  

 

15. HBF would also have expected further information to be provided on the expectations for 

each site in order for all parties to properly consider whether the rate of delivery on each 

site is justified. It is our experience that where site by site trajectories are not provided, they 

are asked for by inspectors in order to ensure effective scrutiny of the local plan. For more 

information on what is expected we would refer the Council to the Preliminary Questions 

published recently by the inspector examining the Bristol Local Plan. Question 62 and 

Appendix 1 provide some indication of the detail required. Rather than wait to be asked we 

would suggest that such a trajectory as part of the evidence supporting the submitted local 

plan. 

 

16. There also appears to be an inconsistency between the windfall allowance included in the 

housing trajectory and the council’s evidence.  Delivery on small scale unidentified sites 

(commonly referred to as windfall) in housing trajectory in Appendix 1 does not reflect the 

evidence in the HELAA which recommends at paragraph 4.8 that over the plan period this 

 
1 https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/changes-to-the-current-planning-system/outcome/a6f7879a-da58-
45b3-a68d-4176779a93fe  



 

 

 

level of supply will deliver around 1,500 homes. It is not clear why a different figure has 

been used and the trajectory should be updated to reflect the Council’s own evidence.  

 

Plan period 

 

17. Turning to the period over which homes are to be delivered, the Council are proposing to 

amend this to 2023 to 2041. As set out earlier in our representations the HBF do not 

consider this to be sound. While the Council are setting a capacity constrained figure this is 

based on an assessment of housing needs with a base period 2024 to 2034. It is the HBFs’ 

position that the period over which housing needs should be considered should start from 

the year in which needs are assessed. This approach reflects the fact that the standard 

method is a forward-looking assessment of housing need that takes into account past under 

or over delivery through the affordability adjustment. H1 should therefore be amended 

accordingly. As the Council requirement is constrained by supply this will reduce the total 

number of homes to be delivered and also the annual requirement. Using the housing 

trajectory in appendix 1 annual delivery using a sound plan period would be 813 dpa and 

total delivery reducing to 13,818 home – subject to no further sites being added or capacity 

on other sites being amended. 

 

H3 Affordable housing 

 

New paragraph 3 in the policy is unsound as it is ineffective. 

 

18. The policy is being amended to include a new clause 3 which requires a viability review of 

schemes where policy compliance with H3 is not possible. HBF recognise that such policies 

are consistent with national policy but consider it inappropriate for this to be applied to all 

development that makes a contribution. The principal, as reconsider the Councils SPD is 

most applicable to phased development where there can be considerable change over time. 

As such HBF would suggest that this only be applied to phased development in order to 

avoid unnecessary viability assessments for development to comes forward soon after 

securing planning permission.  

 

H5: Standards for new Housing 

 

Policy is unsound as it is inconsistent with national policy and unjustified. 

 



 

 

 

Clause b. 

 

19. Clause b would require all new build residential development to achieve water neutrality 

where possible. This should be deleted. HBF would agree that the lower optional technical 

standard of 110 l/p/d is justified on the basis that Reading is in a area of water stress, but it 

is not sound to require development to show that is not possible to go below what is the 

minimum applicable standard.  

 

Clause c. 

 

20. The proposed policy would require all new development to demonstrate net zero operational 

carbon onsite by ensuring total average energy use intensity standard for all new dwellings 

of 35kwh/m2/year and average space heating demand of less than 15-20 kwh/m2/year, with 

no single dwelling exceeding 60 kwh/m2/year. Where this cannot be achieved the Councils 

will expect any energy use to be offset through payments to local projects that save the 

equivalent amount of carbon. This would be calculated using an energy performance 

modelling considered by the council to accurately predict building performance.  

 

21. Whilst the HBF would agree with the Councils that there is a need to act to reduce carbon 

emissions we would disagree that this needs to be undertaken through the local plan given 

that there is already a national approach, the Future Homes Standard (FHS), being taken 

forward to achieve the same goal. Delivering these improvements through building 

regulations has a distinct advantage over delivering a variety of different approaches across 

the county, in that it provides a single approach that all developers understand and can be 

rolled out at scale. This allows supply chains and skills to be improved prior to 

implementation and ensure that improvements to building standards are actually deliverable 

from the point at which they are introduced. 

 

22. However, if the Councils chooses to go beyond current or future standards it must be done 

in a way that is consistent with national policy and robustly assesses its consequences and 

gives consideration as to how the requirements are consistent with the written ministerial 

statement (WMS) published on the 13th of December 2023. Before considering the content 

of the WMS itself it is important to note the High Court judgement from the 2nd of July 2024 

([2024]EWHC 1693 Admin). This judgement was on the challenge to the WMS made by 

Rights Community Action on three grounds, including that the WMS restricted exercise by 

local authorities of powers conferred on them. 



 

 

 

 

23. The judgment made by Justice Lieven was that the claim failed on all three grounds. In 

coming to these judgements Justice Lieven importantly notes the intention of the 

Government at the time with respect to section 1(1)c of the Planning and Energy Act 2008, 

which allowed Local Authorities to set standards above those in building regulations. 

Paragraph 65 states: 

 

“With respect to the current section 1(1)(c) specifically, the Minister confirmed 

councils “can go further and faster than building regulations, but within the 

national framework”. The Minister also addressed the overall intention of 

clause 1(2) in the following terms: 

“The intention was for local authorities, in setting energy efficiency standards, 

to choose only those standards that have been set out or referred to in 

regulations made by the Secretary of State, or which are set out or endorsed 

in national policies or guidance issued by the Secretary of State. That 

approach was taken with a view to avoiding the fragmentation of building 

standards, which could lead to different standards applying in different areas 

of the country. Although supportive of the hon. Gentleman’s Bill, that was not 

an outcome that we wanted to achieve.”” 

 

24. It is therefore clear that the intention of the original legislation was to ensure that energy 

efficiency standards within local plans were to be set within the scope of building regulation 

to avoid a multiplicity of standard coming forward. The judgment goes on to note in 

paragraph 66 that the WMS does not stray from this purpose. Not only is the WMS compliant 

with legislation but also with the intention of the Planning and Environment Act 2008 which 

was to ensure that any policies seeking improved standards on those set out in Building 

Regulations must be set within the framework of those regulations. As such local plan 

policies which seek to apply an alternative standard would not only be inconsistent with the 

WMS but also with the intentions of the legislation. 

 

25. Moving to the WMS itself, the housing minister notes that “Compared to varied local 

standards nationally applied standards provide much-needed clarity and consistency for 

businesses, large and small, to invest and prepare to build net-zero ready homes” and that 

local standards can “add further costs to building new homes by adding complexity and 

undermining economies of scale”. After noting these concerns, the 2023 WMS goes on to 

state that any standard that goes beyond building regulations should be rejected at 



 

 

 

examination if the LPA does not have a well-reasoned and robustly costed rationale that 

ensures: 

• That development remains viable, and the impact on housing supply and 

affordability is considered in accordance with the National Planning Policy 

Framework. 

• The additional requirement is expressed as a percentage uplift of a dwelling’s Target 

Emissions Rate (TER) calculated using a specified version of the Standard 

Assessment Procedure (SAP). 

 

26. HBF do not consider the approach set out in H5 to be consistent with the WMS nor that the 

implications of such a policy have been properly assessed in the supporting evidence base. 

Our detailed points are set out below. 

 

27. The approach proposed by the Councils based on energy use is inconsistent with the 

approach set out in the WMS and as such is unsound. It should be noted that the 

Government have considered whether it was appropriate to use a delivered energy metric 

such as the one being proposed in the policy position paper and have concluded that these 

do not offer any additional benefits to those being taken forward by Government. Therefore, 

if the Council are to require standards above those set out in building regulations they must 

be expressed as a percentage of the target emission rate and not as an energy use target 

in order to avoid fragmentation of the standards with different requirements being set in 

different areas which it must be recognised was not only an expectation of the WMS but 

also of the legislation that permits council to adopt higher standards in local plan in the first 

place. As such the HBF do not consider the council to be justified in departing from either 

the WMS or the Planning and Energy Act (2008) and the section of the policy under the 

heading “All New Residential Development” and paragraph 4.27 and 4.28 should be 

deleted. 

 

28. While HBF do not consider the policy to be consistent with national policy we are also 

concerned that the Councils has not considered the impact on viability, or the deliverability 

of development given that no viability assessment has been included in the evidence base. 

Without this evidence it is not possible for the council to introduce these as it has no 

understanding of the impact on development in Reading. The Council will need to ensure 

the costs and deliverability of this policy are fully and robustly tested. In preparing its viability 

assessment HBF suggest the Council consider costs published by the Future Homes Hub 

(FHH) as part of their work to support and inform the implementation of the Future Homes 



 

 

 

Standard. The costs for similar standards to those being proposed can be found in the FHH 

report ‘Ready for Zero’. This study tests a number of archetypes against a range of 

specifications from the current standards set out in the 2021 Building Regulations through 

to standards that will achieve similar standards to those proposed by the Councils.  

 

29. The various specifications and costs considered are summarised in Figure 8 of Ready for 

Zero and indicates that in order to deliver standards above the FHS on a three bedroomed 

end of terrace house (specifications CS3, CS4 and CS5 in the FHH report) would be around 

15-19% higher than the 2021 Building Regs, around £17,000 to £22,000 more per unit. This 

level of additional cost will have an impact on the viability of development in Reading and 

will not to be properly assessed by the council. 

 

30. With regard to deliverability of zero carbon homes HBF would not disagree that the 

proposed standards are technically feasible. However, HBF are concerned as to the impact 

these requirements will have on the rates at which sites can deliver new homes on all types 

of sites. Given that the standards proposed are higher than those proposed by Government 

in the Future Homes Standard and will require higher levels of fabric efficiency, which in 

turn will require new skills and materials that may not be readily available, HBF are 

concerned this could slow delivery in the short to medium term as supply chains are 

developed.  

 

31. It has been recognised by the FHH that to deliver higher standards will require phased 

transitional arrangements to enable a steady build-up of skills and ensure quality. The FHH 

also notes in its report Ready for Zero that even if a short transition period between current 

standards and those similar to the Councils are proposing that this would “… create a high 

risk of quality problems, inflated costs and, potentially, stalled build programmes.” However, 

HBF could find no evidence that the Council has considered whether its proposed standard 

will impact on the rate at which new homes can be built. The Council will need to speak 

directly to a range of housebuilders operating in Reading to understand the impact of its 

policy on the rate at which homes will be delivered on its allocated sites. Without any 

consideration of delivery then the Council’s decision to go beyond what is required by 

building regulations is clearly unjustified  

 

32. While HBF understands the desire for LPAs to go further it must be recognised that current 

policy outlines that even where development can viably implement higher standards this 

must be within a consistent technical framework and approach to assessing building 



 

 

 

performance against those technical standards. Indeed, this has long been the case in 

planning policy with paragraph 159b of the NPPF stating that “Any local requirements for 

the sustainability of buildings should reflect the Government’s policy for national technical 

standards”. 

 

33. If the Councils have the evidence to show that the policy is deliverable, they will need to 

ensure that all other policies in the local plan are consistent with delivering the levels of 

embodied carbon being proposed. The most energy efficient design will inevitably lead to 

less variety in the built form in order to reduce the surface area of the building. This will 

need to be reflected in design policies and any design codes that are produced to ensure 

that development is not refused for seeking to meet energy efficiency standards but, for 

example, not being designed in the character of the local area. 

 

34. HBF also note that where net zero cannot be achieved for technical reasons the council will 

require applicants to provide offsite renewable energy, provide a payment of between 

£5,000 and £15,000 per dwelling to the council demonstrate a building will be connect to a 

heat network or demonstrate compliance with Passivhaus plus. With regard to the payment, 

it is not clear from the local pan or evidence base how the council will use this offset any 

carbon emissions and how this is directly and fairly related to the scale of the development. 

Without the necessary evidence it should be deleted.  

 

Conclusion 

 

35. At present we do not consider the plan to be sound, as measured against the tests of 

soundness set out in the NPPF. I can therefore confirm that the HBF would like to participate 

in any hearing sessions held at the examination in public on the matters raised in our 

representations and that we would like to be kept informed of the submission and 

examination of the local plan. 

 

Yours faithfully 

 

 

Mark Behrendt MRTPI 

Planning Manager – Local Plans 



 

 

 

Home Builders Federation 

Email: mark.behrendt@hbf.co.uk 

Tel: 07867415547 
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Rejwerska, Marcelina

From: ANNA IWASCHKIN 
Sent: 17 December 2024 19:28
To: Planning Policy
Subject: Re- Local Plan Partial Update consultation

 Warning! This mail is from an external sender - please do not click any links or open any 
attachments unless you trust this sender, and know the content is safe  For the attention of  

RBC, BFfC Staff and Councillors 

Dear Planning Policy Team, I write to support the submission of Keep Kentwood Green to 
ensure that the full  woodland on Kentwood and Armour Hills is definitively designated as 
'Local Green Space' so that any proposals for development on it are denied.  
 
My reasons are several. Firstly, The woodland is and protects the habitat of rich local 
wildlife: small mammals, trees , wild flowers, insects and invertebrates. The once 
rare  beautiful Jersey Tiger Moth has chosen this site for colonies.  The land  connects with 
and is part of a long green corridor from the Thames  stretching across parks and green 
spaces right over to the Kennet. Thus it provides a vast stretch of land for biodiversity.  
 
Equally, the area is part of a substantial green lung for a busy congested urban area. 
 
 Also, to take it away would be to deny the local community a sense of peace and 
tranquility.  
 
Part of Reading's much loved unique local architecture are the  characterful Victorian 
painted brick row cottages, houses and special buildings of which there are a number in the 
area of Kentwood and Armour Hills. A modern housing development there in among the 
historic properties would be a very  unfavourable, messy,look.  
 
This piece of land has been fought over for many years by the local community and, every 
time, they have managed to conserve it  to their great joy.  Please help them to conserve 
nature and also their local identity. 
 
Thank you.  
 
Anna Iwaschkin.  
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Jenks, Katie 
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Rejwerska, Marcelina

From: Katie Jenks 
Sent: 03 December 2024 09:39
To: Planning Policy
Subject: Land on Kentwood and Armour Hills, Tilehurst

 Warning! This mail is from an external sender - please do not click any links or open any 
attachments unless you trust this sender, and know the content is safe  For the attention of  

RBC, BFfC Staff and Councillors 

Morning, 
 
I am writing to express my opinion and opposition to land on Kentwood and Armour Hills being used for 
development. 
 
At the moment, I understand that LGS has been granted to some of the site but not all (at present). As a 
local resident and also a joint founder of the community group Wild Tilehurst (a BBOWT supported Wilder 
scheme), I feel that LGS should be granted to all of the land and am aware that it is a proposed Local 
Wildlife Site - which cannot be confirmed until the owners allow surveys on the land, which is unlikely to 
happen.  
 
We understand that there is a large main badger sett on the land, outlier setts are in the land adjacent to 
the Builders yard as well as setts underneath the Builders Yard. They are also likely to have setts 
underneath the scrub and bramble. 
 
The scrub and bramble in the spaces not yet granted LGS are a vital source of protection and food for 
many animals including migratory birds which use the bramble to nest (E.g. Common Whitethroat, 
Chiffchaff, Blackcap). Deer, badger, hedgehog, fox and birds use the scrub as a corridor between other 
areas and also use it to forage. Many of these animals will be dependent on this land for survival. There is 
also the potential for dormice to be present, as bramble is one of the main nest-supporting shrubs.  
 
My opinion is that it is vital to protect such a valuable habitat for wildlife and the community of Tilehurst. 
Granting the whole land LGS is an opportunity to manage it properly and protect and increase its 
biodiversity. 
 
Katie Jenks 
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Executive Summary 
 

i. These representations have been prepared on behalf of John Lewis Partnership (JLP) in relation to the 

current Regulation 19 Pre-Submission consultation for the Reading Borough Local Plan Partial Update 

(LPPU).  

 

ii. JLP own land at Mill Lane, Reading (‘the Site’) which is allocated for residential development under draft 

LPPU Policy CR14r (John Lewis Depot, Mill Lane).  The Site has previously been promoted for residential 

development, on behalf of JLP, in response to the Call for Sites (June 2023) and LPPU Regulation 18 

consultation (January 2024). 

 

iii. A full planning application (ref. PL/24/1155) at the Site was submitted to Reading Borough Council (RBC) in 

August 2024, and is currently being determined, for: 

 

“Demolition of the existing building and redevelopment of the site comprising erection of a new building for 

up to 215 build to rent residential dwellings (Use Class C3) together with flexible commercial / community 

space (Use Class E/F1/F2), residents’ facilities, landscaping, public realm, amenity space, cycle parking and 

disabled car parking.” 

 

iv. Our response to the current Regulation 19 Pre-Submission consultation is based on details contained within 

previous representations and the current planning application and seeks to assist in informing the final stages 

of the LPPU. 

 

v. It is welcomed that the former John Lewis Depot at Mill Lane is allocated for residential development under 

Policy CR14r of the draft LPPU.  The Site is no longer in use and comprises brownfield land in a sustainable 

location within the designated Reading Central Area and within close proximity of key local services and 

facilities within the town centre.  The redevelopment and intensification of brownfield land in sustainable 

locations is explicitly encouraged in both national and local planning policy, including the National Planning 

Policy Framework (NPPF) (2023) (which the LPPU is being examined under) and the current Reading Local 

Plan (2019).  

 

vi. Furthermore, whilst the draft LPPU is intended to be examined under the NPPF (2023), based on transitional 

arrangements, it is notable that the new NPPF (December 2024) and accompanying new standard method 

include a further strengthening of Government support for overall housing delivery and the development of 

brownfield land.  This includes a further emphasis on the use of the standard method, reinstatement of the 

requirement to demonstrate a 5-year housing land supply including 5% buffer, and further emphasis on the 

need to densify development on brownfield land.  Indeed the Government’s objectives and focus for the 

planning system moving forwards are clear that the Councils must plan positively to accommodate a 

significant increase in housing.  
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vii. The current planning application further demonstrates that the Site can deliver high-quality build-to-rent 

residential development and provide a number of clear and substantial benefits, as illustrated further within 

the accompanying submitted Design and Access Statement (Appendix 2) and Planning Statement (Appendix 

3). 

 

viii. Notwithstanding this, a number of changes are recommended to draft LPPU Policy CR14r and other draft 

LPPU policies in order to ensure the soundness of the Plan, with reference to paragraph 35 of the NPPF 

(2024).   
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1. Introduction to Representations 
 

1.1. Introduction 

1.1.1. These representations have been prepared on behalf of John Lewis Partnership (JLP) in response to the 

current Regulation 19 Pre-Submission consultation for the Reading Borough Local Plan Partial Update 

(LPPU).  This Statement sets out JLP’s response to the consultation focused on relevant draft policies and 

the supporting evidence base.  

1.2. Context 

1.2.1. JLP own land at Mill Lane, Reading (‘the Site’) which is allocated for residential development under draft 

LPPU Policy CR14r (John Lewis Depot, Mill Lane).   

1.2.2. The Site has previously been promoted for residential development, on behalf of JLP, in response to the 

Call for Sites (June 2023) and LPPU Regulation 18 consultation (January 2024). 

1.2.3. A full planning application (ref. PL/24/1155) at the Site was submitted to Reading Borough Council (RBC) 

in August 2024, and is currently being determined, for: 

“Demolition of the existing building and redevelopment of the site comprising erection of a new building for 

up to 215 build to rent residential dwellings (Use Class C3) together with flexible commercial / community 

space (Use Class E/F1/F2), residents’ facilities, landscaping, public realm, amenity space, cycle parking 

and disabled car parking.” 

1.2.4. Our response to the current Regulation 19 Pre-Submission consultation is based on details contained within 

previous representations and the current planning application and seeks to assist in informing the final 

stages of the LPPU. 

1.3. Report Structure 

1.3.1. This report is structured as follows based on relevant draft policies contained within the Regulation 19 Pre-

Submission consultation document (November 2024) and the supporting evidence base.   

1.3.2. Responses are set out under each relevant draft policy with proposed changes set out as necessary to 

ensure the soundness of the Plan based on paragraph 35 of the National Planning Policy Framework 

(NPPF) (2023). However it is noted that paragraph 35 of the NPPF (2023) is unchanged in the new NPPF 

(December 2024) (now paragraph 36). 

• Policy H1: Provision of Housing; 

• Policy H2: Density and Mix; 

• Policy H3: Affordable Housing; 

• Policy H4: Build to Rent Schemes; 
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• Policy CR6: Living in Central Reading; 

• Policy CR10: Tall Buildings; 

• Policy CR14: Other Sites for Development in Central Reading.  
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2. Policy H1 (Provision of Housing) 
 

2.1. Introduction  

2.1.1. Policy H1 states that provision will be made for at least 14,850 new homes (825 homes per annum) during 

the Plan period 2023 to 2041. The supporting text to Policy H1 explains that the proposed housing 

requirement has been identified having regard to two different assessments of future housing need – 878 

homes per year based on the standard methodology (including 35% urban uplift) or 735 homes per year 

based on a local Housing Needs Assessment (HNA) (2024). 

2.2. Response  

2.2.1. The NPPF (2023) is clear that the purpose of the planning system is to contribute towards the achievement 

of sustainable development (paragraph 7), including through the provision of a sufficient number and range 

of new homes (paragraph 8).  Paragraph 60 outlines the Government’s objective to significantly boost the 

supply of homes.  

2.2.2. To achieve this objective, Paragraph 61 of the NPPF (2023) is clear that, ‘To determine the minimum 

number of homes needed, strategic policies should be informed by a local housing need assessment, 

conducted using the standard method in national planning guidance. The outcome of the standard 

method is an advisory starting-point for establishing a housing requirement for the area’ [our emphasis].   

2.2.3. Paragraph 61 of the NPPF (2023) adds that, ‘There may be exceptional circumstances, including relating 

to the particular demographic characteristics of an area which justify an alternative approach to assessing 

housing need…’. 

2.2.4. The supporting text to Policy H1 and the LPPU evidence seek to explain that there are exceptional 

circumstances (relating to demographic issues and the required urban uplift) which justify using the Housing 

Needs Assessment (HNA) (2024) as an alternative approach to the use of the standard method.   

2.2.5. The Housing Provision Background Paper (November 2024) (para 3.6) explains that the current standard 

method is ‘flawed’ with regards to demographic issues as it is based on 2014-based household projections.  

The Council consider that this is a ‘sufficiently strong argument on its own’ for an alternative approach (para 

3.7).  Notably however, the Background Paper (November 2024) (para 3.5) adds that the 2014-based 

household projections are a ‘particularly significant underestimate for Reading’ and the HNA (2024) (para 

5) states that the Standard Method (if the urban uplift is excluded) is therefore an ‘under-estimate’ of local 

housing need on this basis. 



 

 

Representations to the Reading Borough Local Plan Partial Update 

Regulation 19 Consultation  
 

 

 
   

John Lewis Partnership   December 2024  6 

2.2.6. The draft LPPU and Housing Provision Background Paper (November 2024) argue that the urban uplift is 

‘inappropriate’ to apply in Reading based on its geographical area and existing population.  Whilst it is 

acknowledged that the urban uplift does not take into account specific local needs and characteristics, the 

NPPF (2023) (paragraph 62 / footnote 27) and Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) are clear that the overall 

purpose of the urban uplift is rather to prioritise the use of brownfield sites within urban centres and to 

promote the most efficient use of land (PPG Paragraph: 035 Reference ID: 2a-035-20201216).  The size 

and population of Reading are therefore not considered to be reasons for not applying the urban uplift and 

the efficient use of brownfield land; and to do so would undermine the Government’s emphasis (through 

applying the urban uplift) of making efficient use of brownfield land. 

2.2.7. Given the draft LPPU (para 4.4.1) acknowledges the ‘pressing need’ for ‘strong delivery of new housing’ 

and seeks to meet objectives to ‘strengthen the role of Reading’ and ‘ensure that as many new homes as 

possible are delivered’ (Objectives 2 and 3), it is considered that the Council should aim to deliver a housing 

requirement that matches or exceeds the requirement provided by the standard method. To deliver less 

than the standard methodology of 878 homes per annum, as proposed by Policy H1, conflicts with these 

objectives. 

2.2.8. Furthermore, it is notable that the new NPPF (December 2024) and accompanying new standard method 

include a further strengthening of Government support for overall housing delivery and the development of 

brownfield land.  This includes a further emphasis on the use of the standard method, reinstatement of the 

requirement to demonstrate a 5-year housing land supply including 5% buffer, and further emphasis on the 

need to densify development on brownfield land.  The proposed standard method would also further 

increase local housing needs in Reading to 1,028 homes per annum.  Whilst the draft LPPU is intended to 

be examined under the current NPPF (2023), based on the transitional arrangements which were set out 

in the draft NPPF (July 2024), the Government’s objectives and focus for the planning system moving 

forwards are clear: that the Council must plan positively to accommodate a significant increase in housing. 

2.3. Summary  

 

  

With reference to paragraph 35 of the NPPF 2023, Policy H1 as currently worded and evidence based 

does not meet the tests of soundness. 

  

Accordingly, in order to ensure the soundness of the Plan, it is important that the Council identifies a 

housing requirement that matches or exceeds the requirement provided by the standard method. 
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3. Policy H2 (Density and Mix) 
 

3.1. Introduction  

3.1.1. Draft Policy H2 requires residential developments to meet minimum density targets based on location, 

including: 260 dwellings per hectare (dph) for town centre sites, 100dph for urban sites and 42dph for 

suburban sites, subject to exceptions.  The policy also requires that developments of 10 or more dwellings 

in district/local centres, outside the central area, provide a housing mix that includes at least 20% three-

bedroom or larger homes.  

3.2. Response  

Density  

3.2.1. The increase in minimum density targets for town centre sites – from an indicative target of ‘above 100’ dph 

in the adopted Local Plan (2019) to a minimum density of 260dph in the draft LPPU – is welcomed and 

aligns with the overall aims of the NPPF (2023).  

3.2.2. It is noted however that draft Policy H2 allows for a number of exceptions to meeting the minimum density 

targets, including where development would ‘cause unacceptable harm’ to heritage assets or amenity or 

‘prevent’ the minimum proportion of 3-bedroom homes being achieved. 

3.2.3. The NPPF (2023) (paragraphs 123, 129 and 135) states that planning policies should ‘promote an effective 

use of land in meeting the need for homes’ and that development should optimise the use of land to meet 

identified housing needs, in particular town centres that are well served by public transport.  Paragraph 129 

and 130 further encourages the use of ‘minimum’ density standards and ‘significant uplifts’, unless ‘the 

resulting built form would be wholly out of character with the existing area’. 

3.2.4. Whilst the NPPF (2023) is therefore clear that other factors should be taken into consideration, the overall 

aims are to optimise the use of land and to support increased housing delivery including through the use of 

brownfield land.  This has been further strengthened in the new NPPF (2024).  This is also reflected in the 

draft LPPU objectives, which include objective 2 to, ‘Make the most efficient use of Reading’s limited land, 

particularly previously developed land, to ensure that as many new homes as possible are delivered to 

meet identified needs…’.   

3.2.5. The exceptions detailed in the policy therefore have the potential to conflict with the wider stated objectives 

of the Plan as well as the overall aims of national policy.  Further, many of the matters covered by the 

exceptions are dealt with under other policies in the LPPU (e.g. relating to housing mix, heritage, open 

space requirements etc) and should be considered as part of the overall planning balance in the 

consideration of planning applications.  

3.2.6. On this basis, and to support meeting the Government’s overall aims and the LPPU objectives, it is 

recommended that the emphasis of draft Policy H2 should be amended and the exceptions deleted.   
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3.2.7. It is noted that the supporting text to Policy H2 (paragraph 4.4.10) states that ‘Even above the minimum 

density, there is still significant scope for a range of densities.  In the town centre in particular, the 

circumstances of the site may allow for a density that significantly exceeds the minimum specified.’ 

3.2.8. This flexibility is welcomed and aligns with our view that the appropriate density should take into account 

site-specific circumstances and the opportunities and benefits of development, based on the minimum 

density targets.  Each site will have unique characteristics, such as its location and accessibility to public 

transport, which will influence the appropriate density. It is important therefore that the minimum density 

requirements are applied as a guide with the precise density determined through detailed design and 

technical assessment.  The acknowledgement for development to ‘significantly exceed’ these requirements 

should also be included in the policy wording itself. 

Mix 

3.2.9. Part 2 of draft Policy H2 includes an overall requirement for residential development to ‘maximise the 

provision of family homes of three or more bedrooms’, with specific mix requirements set out for 

developments outside the central area.  It is noted that the overall requirement for 3-bed units is derived 

from the Reading Housing Needs Assessment (HNA) (2024) which provides a housing needs assessment 

across the Plan period. 

3.2.10. Whilst it is acknowledged that the HNA (2024) (Figure 6) highlights an overall need for 3-bed units, the 

borough's overall housing needs are diverse and there are a number of more detailed factors arising from 

the HNA which should also be taken into account. 

3.2.11. Notably, the HNA (2024) (Figure 6) shows that the overall mix of affordable housing needed is focused 

more towards smaller 1-bed units.  In addition, the HNA (2024) (Figure 29) projects significant increases in 

smaller households, including both ‘single person households’ and ‘couples without dependent children’, 

which are each projected to increase by over 4,000 during the Plan period and to become the largest 

household groups in the borough.  The HNA (2024) (Figure 51) states that the majority (62%) of dwellings 

occupied by households aged 75+ are 3-bedrooms or more. It is clear therefore that housing needs in the 

borough are more nuanced and are likely to change during the Plan period and across the borough, based 

on demographic changes and household formation for instance.   

3.2.12. It is notable that draft Policy H2 states ‘where possible’ and it is important that specific mix requirements 

are not strictly applied.  The LPPU should be sufficiently flexible to take into account changing needs, site-

specific circumstances and viability considerations, particularly in light of the borough’s overall increasing 

housing needs.   

3.2.13. The LPPU should also recognise all forms of housing provision which can contribute to ‘family’ needs, 

including for instance the contribution of larger 2-bed units which can provide for families of up to 4 people 

and be of a similar size to 3-bed units, contributing to the borough's housing needs in a way the policy does 

not fully recognise.  Indeed it is notable that the minimum gross internal floor areas for 2-bed 4-person 

dwellings (70sqm) and for 3-bed 4-person dwellings (74sqm) are very similar based on nationally described 

space standards (NDSS).  
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3.2.14. Accordingly it is recommended that reference to specific mix requirements is deleted from Policy H2. 

3.3. Summary  

 

 

 

  

With reference to paragraph 35 of the NPPF 2023, Policy H2 as currently worded and evidence based 

does not meet the tests of soundness. Accordingly, the following changes are recommended to Policy 

H2 in order to ensure the soundness of the Plan. 

“1. Density 

Residential development will be expected to achieve at least the following minimum densities: 

• Town centre sites: 260 dwellings per hectare 

• Urban sites: 100 dwellings per hectare 

• Suburban sites: 42 dwellings per hectare. 

Exceptions to the minimum densities will apply where achieving that density would: 

• Cause unacceptable harm to a designated heritage asset or its setting; 

• Cause a detrimental effect on important landscapes; 

• Create unacceptable impacts on amenity of existing or new residents; 

Prevent an appropriate conversion of an existing building or buildings; 

• Prevent policy requirements on the minimum proportion of family homes of three or more bedrooms 

from being achieved; or 

• Prevent policy requirements on the provision of open space or other necessary on-site facilities from 

being achieved. 

Subject to the above, t The appropriate density of residential development will be informed by: 

• the character and mix of uses of the area in which it is located, including the housing mix, and including 

consideration of any nearby heritage assets or important landscape or townscape areas; 

• its current and future level of accessibility by walking, cycling and public transport; 

• the need to achieve high quality design; 

• the need to maximise the efficiency of land use; and 

• the need to minimise environmental impacts, including detrimental impacts on the amenities of adjoining 

occupiers. 

The circumstances of the site may allow for a density that significantly exceeds the minimum 

specified. 

 

2. Mix of sizes 

Wherever possible, residential development should contribute towards meeting the needs for the a mix 

of housing based on an up-to-date assessment of local needs and site-specific circumstances set 

out in figure 4.5, and in particular should maximise the provision of family homes of three or more 

bedrooms…” 
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4. Policy H3 (Affordable Housing) 
 

4.1. Introduction  

4.1.1. Draft Policy H3 requires developments of 10 or more dwellings to provide 30% affordable housing with 

provision made on site in the first instance.  The proposed updates included within the policy include a 

specific tenure mix (at least 62% Reading Affordable Rent and up to 38% affordable home ownership 

products) and requirements relating to ‘later viability review’. 

4.2. Response  

4.2.1. The proposed addition of reference to a deferred contribution mechanism, based on a later viability review 

(part 3 of draft Policy H3), is acknowledged and reflects provisions set out in the adopted Affordable 

Housing SPD (2021). 

4.2.2.  As explained in the Financial Viability Assessment accompanying the current planning application 

(PL/24/1155) – it is proposed that the current proposed development at the Site will also be subject to a 

review mechanism, secured via the Section 106 agreement, to enable the Council to secure additional 

affordable housing and/or APR at a greater discount to market rent, should the proposed development 

economics increase when compared to the application stage viability scheme, whilst allowing JLP to take 

a full developer return. 

4.2.3. The tenure requirements set out at part 4 of draft Policy H3 are based on details set out within the Affordable 

Housing SPD (2021).  However, given that affordable housing needs are likely to change across the 

borough over the course of the Plan period, it will be important that affordable housing is provided to meet 

local needs at the time of development coming forward and taking into account site-specific circumstances.  

Accordingly, it is recommended that a specific tenure mix is removed from Policy H3 to allow greater 

flexibility and support affordable housing needs in the future. 

4.3. Summary  

  

With reference to paragraph 35 of the NPPF 2023, Policy H3 as currently worded and evidence based 

does not meet the tests of soundness. Accordingly, the following changes are recommended to Policy 

H3 in order to ensure the soundness of the Plan. 

“…In determining residential applications the site size, suitability, and type and tenure of units to be 

delivered in relation to the current evidence of identified needs will be assessed. The following tenure 

mix will be sought: 

• At least 62% of the affordable housing to be provided as Reading Affordable Rent; 

• A maximum of 38% of the affordable housing to be provided as affordable home ownership products, 

which may include First Homes and shared ownership….” 
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5. Policy H4 (Build to Rent Schemes) 
 

5.1. Introduction  

5.1.1. Draft Policy H4 sets out requirements for Build to Rent schemes in Reading.  The proposed updates 

included in draft Policy H4 include a requirement for a further three-year tenancy period to be offered at the 

end of a minimum three-year tenancy. 

5.2. Response  

5.2.1. The proposed requirement for a further three-year tenancy to be offered is acknowledged and supported. 

5.2.2. As explained in the current planning application submission (ref. PL/24/1155), JLP proposes to develop 

professionally managed rental housing for the long term and to deliver high-quality homes rented directly 

from a trusted brand, providing residents with greater certainty of tenure.  JLP is proposing to invest for the 

long term, solidifying its future commitment to Reading and providing great experience in home rental for 

local people. 
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7. Policy CR6 (Living in Central Reading) 
 

7.1. Introduction  

7.1.1. Draft Policy CR6 sets out criteria relating to the design of new development in Central Reading.  The 

proposed updates included in draft Policy CR6 include a increased minimum 15% requirement for 3-bed 

units as part of new residential developments. 

7.2. Response  

7.2.1. It is noted that the increased requirement for 3-bed units is derived from the Reading Housing Needs 

Assessment (HNA) (2024) which provides a housing needs assessment across the Plan period. 

7.2.2. As explained in response to draft Policy H2 above, whilst it is acknowledged that the HNA (2024) (Figure 

6) highlights an overall need for 3-bed units, the borough's overall housing needs are diverse and there are 

a number of more detailed factors arising from the HNA which should also be taken into account. 

7.2.3. Notably, the HNA (2024) (Figure 6) shows that the overall mix of affordable housing needed is focused 

more towards smaller 1-bed units.  In addition, the HNA (2024) (Figure 29) projects significant increases in 

smaller households, including both ‘single person households’ and ‘couples without dependent children’, 

which are each projected to increase by over 4,000 during the Plan period and to become the largest 

household groups in the borough.  The HNA (2024) (Figure 51) states that the majority (62%) of dwellings 

occupied by households aged 75+ are 3-bedrooms or more. It is clear therefore that housing needs in the 

borough are more nuanced and are likely to change during the Plan period and across the borough, based 

on demographic changes and household formation for instance.   

7.2.4. It is noted that the mix requirements set out in Policy CR6 are provided ‘as a guide’ and it is important that 

specific mix requirements are not strictly applied for all sites in Central Reading.  The LPPU should be 

sufficiently flexible to take into account changing needs, site-specific circumstances and viability 

considerations, particularly in light of the borough’s overall increasing housing needs and the focus of 

development on town centre sites.  Indeed this is particularly relevant for town centre brownfield sites where 

numerous factors may influence proposals and where the NPPF (December 2023) encourages significant 

uplifts in density.   

7.2.5. The LPPU should also recognise all forms of housing provision which can contribute to ‘family’ needs, 

including for instance the contribution of larger 2-bed units which can provide for families of up to 4 people 

and be of a similar size to 3-bed units, contributing to the borough's housing needs in a way the policy does 

not fully recognise.  Indeed it is notable that the minimum gross internal floor areas for 2-bed 4-person 

dwellings (70sqm) and for 3-bed 4-person dwellings (74sqm) are very similar based on nationally described 

space standards (NDSS).  

7.2.6. Accordingly it is recommended that reference to specific mix requirements is deleted from Policy CR6. 
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7.3. Summary  

 

 

  

With reference to paragraph 35 of the NPPF 2023, Policy CR6 as currently worded and evidence based 

does not meet the tests of soundness. Accordingly, the following changes are recommended to Policy 

CR6 in order to ensure the soundness of the Plan. 

“…All proposals for residential development within the central area will be required to contribute towards 

a mix of different sized units within the development. This will be measured by the number of bedrooms 

provided within individual units. Ideally, a mixture of one, two and three bedroom units should be 

provided based on an up-to-date assessment of local needs and site-specific circumstances. As 

a guide, in developments of 15 dwellings or more, a maximum of 40% of units should be 1-bed/studios, 

and a minimum of 15% of units should be at least 3-bed, unless it can be clearly demonstrated that this 

would render a development unviable….” 
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8. Policy CR10 (Tall Buildings) 
 

8.1. Introduction  

8.1.1. Draft Policy CR10 defines ‘tall buildings’ as being of 12 storeys of residential (equating to 36 metres tall) 

and 10 storeys of commercial floorspace or above. The policy identifies three areas where there is a positive 

presumption that tall buildings will be acceptable (the Station Area Cluster, the Western Grouping and the 

Eastern Grouping), as well as identifying ‘areas of less suitability’ where there is a presumption against tall 

buildings unless a clear case can be made that such development would not undermine the clusters when 

all significant views are taken into account. 

8.2. Response 

8.2.1. Draft Policy CR10 as drafted is restrictive in its approach towards tall buildings in general, which is at odds 

with the overall objectives of the LPPU and with national policy seeking to make efficient use of land, 

redevelop brownfield sites as a priority and increase densities in order to increase housing delivery.  Indeed 

the new NPPF (2024) further emphasises the need to densify development on brownfield land.   

8.2.2. More specifically, the Policy has the potential to conflict with the minimum target densities set out in Policy 

H2 (which promotes densities of at least 260 dph in the town centre – an area which extends significantly 

beyond the tall buildings clusters and ‘areas of less suitability’ identified in Policy CR10). The approach of 

Policy CR10 needs to be more flexible to allow tall buildings in highly sustainable locations such as the 

town centre, where the LPPU already acknowledges that very high density development will be appropriate. 

In this way, Policy CR10 can be amended to be more consistent with Policy H2 so that the two policies 

work together to achieve the LPPU’s vision and objectives.  

8.3. Summary  

 

With reference to paragraph 35 of the NPPF 2023, Policy CR10 as currently drafted does not meet the 

tests of soundness. Accordingly, the following changes are recommended to Policy CR10 in order to 

ensure the soundness of the Plan. 

‘In Reading, tall buildings are defined as 10 storeys of commercial floorspace or 12 storeys of residential 

(equating to 36 metres tall) or above. Tall buildings will meet all the requirements below. 

 

i) Within Reading Borough, tall buildings will only be appropriate within the ‘areas of potential for tall 

buildings’ as defined on the Proposals Map, other than as set out in criterion v). These areas are as 

follows:  

CR10a: Station Area Cluster  

CR10b: Western Grouping  

CR10c: Eastern Grouping… 
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v) Outside of these identified clusters, but elsewhere within the defined town centre, In addition to 

the three clusters, ‘areas of less suitability for tall buildings’ are shown on the Proposals Map, within which 

tall buildings will not may be suitable unless where it can be demonstrated a clear case can be made 

that the cluster approach would not be undermined when all significant views are taken into account and 

that all of the other aspects of this policy are complied with.  

 

vi) Outside the three clusters and the ‘areas of less suitability for tall buildings’, tall buildings will not be 

permitted….’ 
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9. Policy CR14 (Other Sites for Development in Central 

Reading) 
 

9.1. Introduction  

9.1.1. Policy CR14 identifies sites for development in Central Reading, including updates to the allocation at The 

Oracle (CR14g) and a new allocation at the former John Lewis Depot, Mill Lane (CR14r). 

9.1.2. Policy CR14g has been amended to delete reference to ‘use of site at Letcombe Street for public car park’ 

[i.e. the John Lewis Depot site] as part of the allocation at The Oracle. 

9.1.3. Policy CR14r sets out requirements and principles for development at the John Lewis Depot site as follows: 

‘CR14r JOHN LEWIS DEPOT, MILL LANE 

Development for residential 

Development should: 

• Avoid detrimental effects on the setting of listed buildings and the Conservation Area; 

• Take account of potential archaeological significance; 

• Address noise impacts on residential use; 

• Address air quality impacts on residential use; and 

• Address any contamination on site. 

Site size: 0.37 ha 

76-110 dwellings’ 

9.2. Response  

Policy CR14g 

9.2.1. The proposed removal of reference to the John Lewis Depot site as part of The Oracle allocation (Policy 

CR14g) is supported. 

9.2.2. Policy CR14g of the current adopted Reading Local Plan (2019) allocates the John Lewis Depot site, 

together with land opposite across the A329, for public car parking to support an additional 1,600-2,000sqm 

of retail or town centre uses at The Oracle Shopping Centre.  However, as set out in our previous LPPU 

representations, in light of recent major changes in the retail sector and reduced demand for additional 

retail floorspace (and additional car parking) the allocation has not been delivered as the Council previously 

envisaged.   
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9.2.3. Hammerson (owners of The Oracle) have confirmed to JLP that they do not have any intentions to 

implement the existing allocation for additional retail provision and that they do not therefore require the 

use of the Site for car parking.  Indeed, Hammerson submitted planning applications (refs. 221916 and 

221917) for proposed residential development at The Oracle (including part of the adopted Local Plan 

allocation) in December 2022 and confirmed that ‘there is not considered to be the need to provide 

additional retail floorspace at The Oracle as per the allocation under Policy CR14(g)’ (Planning Statement, 

paragraph 7.29).   

9.2.4. Furthermore, the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) (November 2024) (page 170-172), accompanying the draft 

LPPU, considers the option to ‘Retain as part of existing allocation (CR14g)’ as part of considering the 

allocation of the John Lewis Depot site for residential development.  Notably however, the SA concludes 

that this option ‘could result in a negative effect in respect of housing delivery’ and ‘could risk residential 

development coming forward elsewhere, i.e., on land that is not previously developed.’  The SA therefore 

does not identify this as the preferred option for the site. 

9.2.5. Accordingly, for the reasons set out above, and based on the LPPU evidence base, the proposed removal 

of reference to the John Lewis Depot site from the existing CR14g allocation is supported. 

Policy CR14r 

9.2.6. The overall identification of the John Lewis Depot site at Mill Lane (Cen3) as a proposed site allocation for 

residential development is supported. 

9.2.7. The Site is in a sustainable location on the edge of the town centre in Central Reading (as defined in the 

adopted Local Plan (2019)), within close proximity of key local services and facilities within the town centre 

including The Oracle shopping centre opposite and Reading railway station located approximately 1km to 

the north.  The use of the existing building as a customer collection centre became surplus in 2021, after 

the function transferred to the John Lewis store on Broad Street, Reading.  The Site is therefore suitable 

and available for redevelopment. 

9.2.8. An opportunity thereby exists to deliver high quality, purpose-built homes to support increasing demand in 

a sustainable location.  This aligns with the aims of current and emerging national policy, including the 

NPPF (2023) and new NPPF (2024), which explicitly encourage the redevelopment and intensification of 

brownfield land to increase housing supply. 

9.2.9. As referred to above, a full planning application (ref. PL/24/1155) for the proposed redevelopment of the 

Site was submitted in August 2024, comprising the demolition of the existing building and erection of new 

build to rent dwellings, together with flexible commercial / community space, residents’ facilities, 

landscaping, public realm, amenity space, cycle parking and disabled car parking. 

9.2.10. The submitted application explains that there are clear benefits of the development proposals including: 

• Redevelopment of an underdeveloped sustainable town centre site providing much-needed 

housing in Reading; 
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• 215 thoughtfully designed, high quality, community integrated new rental homes for Reading; 

• Homes owned and managed by the John Lewis Partnership, with the care and quality 

synonymous with JLP, ensuring a high standard of living for residents; 

• All homes will be fitted out with high quality John Lewis furniture; 

• A mix of homes, including a high proportion of family homes; 

• Provision of a range of residents’ facilities including shared spaces for working, exercising or 

socialising; 

• Tenure-blind affordable homes for local people, including key workers, pepper-potted throughout 

the development, built and fitted out to the same standards as the market rent homes and 

enjoying access to the same facilities, amenities and services; 

• Longer tenancies promoting a sustainable long-term community, enabling residents to put down 

roots; 

• 24/7 on-site management team, looking after residents and curating communities; 

• Provision of a flexible commercial / community space to support local businesses and groups; 

• Creation of a low carbon development with a target 4-star Home Quality Mark rating; 

• Improved links around the Site to enhance accessibility and safety for pedestrians and cyclists; 

• Supporting sustainable travel opportunities including through provision of cycle parking facilities 

and Car Club provision; 

• New public and private landscaped spaces with increased tree planting, accessible play areas 

and public realm improvements; 

• Delivery of significant Biodiversity Net Gain in excess of 10% requirement, ensuring the 

introduction of ecological diversity and wildlife habitats; 

• Support and assistance for the local community, groups and organisations in the form of a long 

term Social Value programme; 

• Creation of up to 130 gross direct construction jobs per annum, with training and apprenticeship 

opportunities; 

• Up to £2m of new household spend generated per year, supporting local goods and services in 

the borough; 

• Public sector revenues through additional Council Tax revenue, Business Rates, New Homes 

Bonus and Community Infrastructure Levy. 

9.2.11. The application is currently being determined by RBC and JLP is committed to continuing to work closely 

with the Council through determination and the preparation of the Local Plan in order to deliver development 

at the site. 

9.2.12. Notwithstanding the above, below we set out comments in relation to the detailed requirements of Policy 

CR14r in order to ensure the soundness of the Plan. 

‘Development for residential’ 

9.2.13. As referred to above, the allocation of the Site for residential development is supported.   
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9.2.14. In addition, owing to its sustainable location and further to pre-application discussions prior to the current 

planning application submission (including positive engagement with local community groups and 

organisations), the Site also provides an opportunity to accommodate a flexible community / commercial 

space to support local needs.  The current planning application thereby proposes a flexible community / 

commercial space (Use Class E/F1/F2) on the ground floor at the eastern end of the development.  

9.2.15. It is therefore recommended that the allocation is amended to reference provision for flexible community / 

commercial use in addition to residential use. 

Site area 

9.2.16. Draft Policy CR14r refers to the site area as 0.37 ha, reflecting the response submitted to the Call for Sites 

in 2023.  However the current planning application (ref. PL/24/1155) includes additional land to deliver 

landscaping enhancements.  It is therefore requested that the allocation boundary is amended to align with 

this for consistency and for clarity in applying Policy CR14r.  A copy of the submitted Site Location Plan is 

enclosed at Appendix 1. 

Quantum of development 

9.2.17. Draft Policy CR14r identifies the site for residential development of ’76-110 dwellings’.  It is however unclear 

how this exact range has been calculated and notably there are different references within the supporting 

evidence base, e.g. the SA (November 2024) assesses a potential site capacity of ’75-125 dwellings’ which 

is identified as the ‘preferred option’ for the CR14r site allocation. 

9.2.18. It is noted that draft Policy H2 sets out a ‘minimum’ density of 260 dwellings per hectare for town centre 

sites, which would equate to a minimum capacity of 96 dwellings at the Site (based on a site area of 0.37ha).  

It is therefore not clear or consistent with how the lowest end of the range (76 dwellings) has been derived 

in the draft policy.  The minimum capacity would further increase to 114 dwellings based on the site area 

of 0.44ha, exceeding the entire range identified in the draft LPPU.  The supporting text to Policy CR14 is 

also clear that the dwelling figures are ‘indicative…based on an initial assessment’ and are ‘intended as a 

guide’.  Draft LPPU paragraph 5.4.33 adds that, ‘the capacity of sites will ultimately depend on various 

factors that need to be addressed at application stage, including detailed design and layout.’   

9.2.19. In this regard it is important that the current live planning application at the Site (which has been informed 

by detailed design and technical assessment work), as well as the supporting LPPU evidence base, is also 

taken into account in seeking to define an indicative quantum of development within Policy CR14r.   

9.2.20. Notably, the SA (November 2024) assesses two options for the site capacity, including: 

• Option No. CR14r(i): ‘Redevelop warehouse for 200 build to rent dwellings’; and  

• Option No. CR14r (iv): ‘Residential development at more general town centre or edge of centre 

densities (75-125 dwellings)’ 
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9.2.21. The assessment of both options in the SA (November 2024) is identical aside from a statement that, ‘It 

could be considered that a development that comprises a more general ‘town centre’ or ‘edge of centre’ 

type density would be more appropriate to the surrounding townscape compared with the proposed dwelling 

numbers under option CR14r(i)’.  It is clear however from the reference to ‘could be considered’ that this 

assessment has not been informed by any detailed assessment of townscape impacts. 

9.2.22. The detailed design and technical assessment work accompanying the current planning application 

submission (ref. PL/24/1155) demonstrates that a development of 215 homes is suitable and achievable at 

the Site.  The submitted Design and Access Statement (Appendix 2) explains that the quantum and scale 

of development has been established based on detailed analysis of the existing context and key local 

viewpoints and detailed pre-application engagement.  Further, the Planning Statement (Appendix 3) 

concludes that, based on the sustainable and accessible location of the site and the need to optimise the 

use of land to meet identified housing needs, the overall scale and density of the proposed development 

meets the provisions of the NPPF (2023) and adopted Local Plan Policy CC6. 

9.2.23. Accordingly, whilst the quantum of development set out in Policy CR14r is only intended as a guide, it is 

clear that this should be significantly increased based on the SA (November 2024) and the detailed design 

and technical assessment which has been undertaken to accompany the current planning application. 

9.2.24. It is noted that the supporting text to Policy H2 (as referred to above) is also clear that ‘Local Plans should 

set minimum densities for residential development’, and that, ‘Even above the minimum density, there is 

still significant scope for a range of densities. In the town centre in particular, the circumstances of the site 

may allow for a density that significantly exceeds the minimum specified’ (paragraphs 4.4.8 to 4.4.10). 

9.2.25. As referred to above, the approach to setting minimum densities reflects the provisions of the NPPF (2023).  

The acknowledgement that the density of town centres site may ‘significantly exceed’ the minimum density 

is welcomed.  Indeed this has been evident in the development at Thames Quarter and Verto (application 

refs. 162166 and 150019), for example, where the development density has exceeded 500 dwellings per 

hectare on both sites.  It is however, important that clarification is included to this effect in Policy CR14 

itself, along with clarification that the ranges are indicative and intended as a guide. 

Development requirements 

9.2.26. Policy CR14r sets out a list of criteria for development at the Site to address relating to heritage, 

archaeology, noise, air quality and contamination.   

9.2.27. Notably Paragraph 16 of the NPPF (2023) states that Plans should avoid ‘unnecessary duplication’ of 

policies.  It is therefore questioned whether these criteria are necessary as part of CR14r given that matters 

relating to heritage, archaeology, noise, air quality and contamination are covered by other LPPU policies 

(e.g.CC8, EN1-EN6, EN15 and CR6).   

9.2.28. Notwithstanding this, below we set out comments in relation to each of the relevant criteria listed under 

CR14r. 
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‘Development should…Avoid detrimental effects on the setting of listed buildings and the Conservation 

Area’ 

9.2.29. The Site is also located outside, but adjacent to, the Market Place / London Street Conservation Area, 

which includes a number of Grade II listed buildings to the east, south and south-west.  It is acknowledged 

that development of the Site must therefore take into account the setting of the Conservation Area and 

nearby listed buildings. 

9.2.30. The NPPF (2023) requires the impact of proposed development to be assessed based on the scale of harm 

to designated heritage assets.  Accordingly, clarification is recommended regarding the requirement to 

‘avoid detrimental effects’ and how this test relates to ‘substantial harm’ tests in the NPPF (2023). 

9.2.31. Notwithstanding this, the current planning application (ref. PL/24/1155) is accompanied by a Heritage, 

Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment (HTVIA) (Appendix 4) which was undertaken to inform and 

assess the potential impacts of the proposed development.  The HTVIA identifies a low level of less than 

substantial harm to the setting of the Meeting House (Grade II) but concludes that the public benefits from 

the proposed development significantly outweigh the harm caused to the designated heritage asset and 

therefore paragraphs 208-9 of the NPPF (2023) are satisfied. 

‘Development should…Take account of potential archaeological significance’ 

 

9.2.32. It is acknowledged that the Site is located in a designated Area of Archaeological Potential as illustrated on 

the adopted and draft Proposals Map.  The requirement for development at the Site to ‘take account of 

potential archaeological significance’ was previously set out under Policy CR14g of the adopted Local Plan 

(2019). 

9.2.33. Accordingly, the current planning application (ref. PL/24/1155) is informed and accompanied by an 

Archaeological Desk-Based Assessment (DBA) (Appendix 5) which was undertaken to identify and 

assesses the archaeological potential of the Site and the potential impacts of proposed development. 

9.2.34. The Archaeological DBA explains that the Site and surrounding area have been subject to extensive 

previous archaeological work where no significant archaeological features were identified.  The DBA 

therefore concludes that the Site is considered to no longer have potential for archaeological heritage 

assets or deposits of archaeological interest.  On this basis, it is clear that the Site is suitable for 

development in relation to archaeology. 

‘Development should…Address noise impacts on residential use’ 

 

9.2.35. The current planning application (ref. PL/24/1155) is informed and accompanied by a Noise Impact 

Assessment (NIA) (Appendix 6) to consider potential noise impacts on the proposed residential 

development.  The assessment concludes that noise associated with the proposed development can be 

controlled to appropriate levels, through the incorporation of appropriate noise control measures (such as 

acoustic enclosures), double glazed window systems and provision of communal amenity spaces. On this 

basis, it is clear that the Site is suitable for development in relation to noise. 
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‘Development should…Address air quality impacts on residential use’ 

 

9.2.36. It is acknowledged that the Site is located within an Air Quality Management Zone which covers the entirety 

of central Reading as illustrated on the adopted and draft Proposals Map.   

9.2.37. Accordingly, the current planning application (ref. PL/24/1155) is informed and accompanied by an Air 

Quality Assessment (AQA) (Appendix 7) undertaken to assess the potential air quality impacts associated 

with the construction and operation of the proposed development. 

9.2.38. The AQA concludes that the dust impacts during construction will be temporary and short-term in nature 

and not significant.  Similarly the AQA notes that there will be a net decrease in traffic flows as a result of 

the proposed development and therefore the operational impacts are not significant. On this basis, it is 

clear that the Site is suitable for development in relation to air quality. 

‘Development should…Address any contamination on site’ 

 

9.2.39. The requirement for development at the Site to ‘address any contamination on site’ was previously set out 

under Policy CR14g of the adopted Local Plan (2019). 

9.2.40. The current planning application (ref. PL/24/1155) is informed and accompanied by a Phase 1 and Phase 

2 Environmental Site Assessment (Appendix 8) to consider any risks arising from contamination.  Overall 

the Phase I and II Environmental Site Assessment conclude that contamination is manageable and the site 

is suitable for residential development, subject to actions including further assessment of petroleum 

hydrocarbon and asbestos contamination after demolition, further gas monitoring and a foundation works 

risk assessment. On this basis, it is clear that the Site is suitable for development in relation to 

contamination. 

9.3. Summary  
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With reference to paragraph 35 of the NPPF 2023, the following changes are recommended to Policy 

CR14 in order to ensure the Plan meets the tests of soundness. 

  

CR14: OTHER SITES FOR DEVELOPMENT IN CENTRAL READING 

 

The following sites will be developed according with the principles set out in this policy:… 

 

CR14r JOHN LEWIS DEPOT, MILL LANE 

 

Development for residential and flexible community / commercial use 

 

Development should: 

• Avoid detrimental effects on the setting of listed buildings and the Conservation Area; 

• Take account of potential archaeological significance; 

• Address noise impacts on residential use; 

• Address air quality impacts on residential use; and 

• Address any contamination on site. 

 

Site size: 0.37 0.44 ha 

76-110 200-215 dwellings…” 
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10. Conclusion 
 

10.1. Summary 

10.1.1. These representations have been prepared on behalf of JLP in relation to the current Regulation 19 Pre-

Submission consultation for the Reading Borough LPPU.  Comments have been provided based on key 

policies and supporting text within the draft Regulation 19 draft Local Plan, as well as the supporting 

evidence base documents, to assist in informing the final stages of the LPPU. 

10.1.2. JLP own land at Mill Lane, Reading which is allocated for residential development under draft LPPU Policy 

CR14r (John Lewis Depot, Mill Lane).  A full planning application (ref. PL/24/1155) for the proposed 

redevelopment of the Site was submitted to RBC in August 2024 and is currently being determined. 

10.1.3. It is welcomed that the John Lewis Depot at Mill Lane is allocated for residential development under Policy 

CR14r.  The Site comprises brownfield land in a sustainable location within the designated Reading Central 

Area and within close proximity of key local services and facilities within the town centre.  The 

redevelopment and optimisation of brownfield land in sustainable locations is explicitly encouraged in both 

national and local planning policy, including the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2023) and 

current Reading Local Plan (2019). The current planning application (ref. PL/24/1155) demonstrates that 

the Site can deliver high-quality build-to-rent residential development and provide a number of clear and 

substantial benefits. 

10.1.4. Notwithstanding this, a number of changes are recommended to draft LPPU Policy CR14r and other draft 

LPPU policies in order to ensure the soundness of the Plan, with reference to paragraph 35 of the NPPF 

(2023).   
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Appendix 1 – Site Location Plan  
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Appendix 2 – Design and Access Statement  
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Appendix 3 – Planning Statement  
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Appendix 4 – HTVIA  
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Appendix 5 – Archaeological DBA  
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Appendix 6 – Noise Assessment  
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Appendix 7 – Air Quality Assessment  
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Appendix 8 – Phase I and II Geo-Environmental Site 
Assessment 
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(Response from webform) 
Title: Ms 
First name: Sarah 
Last name: Jones 
Would you like to include the contact details of an agent(s)?: No 
To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?: All 
Do you consider the Local Plan is legally compliant?: 
Do you consider the Local Plan is sound?: 
Do you consider the Local Plan complies with the Duty to co-operate?: 
Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant or is 
unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as precise as 
possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local Plan 
or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this box to set out your 
comments.  
Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan 
legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal compliance or soundness matters 
you have identified above. (Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-
operate is incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why each 
modification will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if 
you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording or any policy or text. 
Please be as precise as possible.  
The number of homes being requested to be built each year is far too high. The 
infrastructure, services, NHS and land available cannot support this high density living. 
There is evidence to support that high density developments increase pollution, 
overcrowding, strain on public infrastructure and traffic congestion. Without an increase in 
green outdoor space it can also lower the quality of life of existing and new residents putting 
further pressure on limited council & NHS resources. 
Please upload any supporting information (if necessary).  
Do you wish to make further comments concerning another paragraph, policy or area 
of the policies map?: No 
If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s) please outline why you consider 
this to be necessary:  
If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you consider it 
necessary to participate in examination hearing session(s)?: No, I do not wish to 
participate in hearing session(s) 
Author name: Louise Acreman 
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Rejwerska, Marcelina

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Deborah Dadd  
16 December 2024 11:38
Planning Policy
Regulation 19 comment
KKG Regulation 19 response.docx

Warning! This mail is from an external sender - please do not click any links or open any
attachments unless you trust this sender, and know the content is safe  For the attention of  

RBC, BFfC Staff and Councillors 

Please include the attached comments written on behalf of all members of local community group Keep 
Kentwood Green. The below detailed names have explicitly asked to be co-signatories (as they were with 
the Regulation 18 consultation back in January). 

As then we can also provide the following information and evidence now, or once a Planning Inspector has 
been appointed: 

 TVERC wildlife species list
 TVERC Local Wildlife Site documentation
 Petition wording and signatory list
 Keep Kentwood Green Facebook membership list (public group)

We have stated in the attachment that we would like the opportunity to speak as part of the public 
examination process 

Kind regards and Happy Christmas 

Deborah Dadd 
& 
Julia Waters 
Rupert Dadd 
Katie Jenks 
Iain Gerrard 
Jennie Newnham 
Dave Newnham 
Rosie Newnham 
Lewis Newnham 
Ella Newnham 
Stan Gamester 
Sarah Latcham 
Tony Latcham 
Steve Hicks 
Alex Foxon 
Claire Foxon 
Rosie Lee 
Hazel Sims 
Robin Rimmington 
Trevor Haynes 
Alison Haynes 
Kevin Alderson 
Ros Hatt 
Justin Sadler 



2

Carol Jackson 
Michelle Potter 
Angela Godwin 
Peter Cook 
Anne Cook 
Leona Wills 
James Galloway 
Maisey Booth 
Andy Young 
Andrew Kemp 
John Hiscock 
Gerry Hiscock 
Lynette Burrell 
Anna Iwaschkin 
Ann Othen 
Roger Keane 
Phil Smith 
Cynthia Agyemang 
 



Response from local action group, Keep Kentwood Green, on behalf of our 659 Facebook 
members and other local residents, to the Local Plan Pre-Submission Draft Partial Update, 
November 2024 (Regulation 19).  

The Regulation 18 consultation asked for views on the following two questions and some 
changes have been incorporated in the pre-submission draft. 

Question15: Do you consider that Land at Kentwood Hill (WR3s) and Land at Armour Hill (WR3t) 
would qualify as Local Green Space? (This question relates to policy EN7). 

Question 75: What is your view on the suggested changes to sites WR3s and WR3t? 

Q 15: We do consider that all the land at Kentwood Hill (WR3s) and Armour Hill (WR3t) should 
qualify as Local Green Space (LGS). As local residents, we assert that the entirety of the land on 
Kentwood and Armour Hills (WR3s and WR3t on the Local Plan) is of value to us and should be 
protected as LGS. 

Q 75: While we welcome the redesignation of approximately 0.46ha of WR3s as LGS, on the 
basis of its importance for wildlife, we assert that the same designation should be granted to the 
entirety of the land (WR3s and WR3t), for the same reason and because the entirety of the land 
is demonstrably special as green space to the local community.  

Our response pertains in particular to the following sections of the Partial Update of RBC’s 
Local Plan: 

“It is proposed to remove approximately 0.46 ha of the areas of greatest sensitivity from the 
Land at Kentwood Hill allocation and to add it to the Local Green Space designation, which 
includes those areas of greatest importance for wildlife.  Given that this area contains badger 
setts and a base for wildlife that is of particular importance locally, this is considered to be 
justified. The importance of this area for wildlife is recognised within the information provided by 
the ecologist for the Charity’s development partners. However, the bulk of site WR3s and all of 
WR3t would remain in the plan.” 

“It is proposed to remove approximately 0.46 ha of the areas of greatest sensitivity from the 
Land at Kentwood Hill allocation and to add it to the Local Green Space designation, which 
includes those areas of greatest importance for wildlife.  Much of the area makes very little 
contribution to green space or is brownfield, so designation of the full area is not considered 
appropriate.” 

We believe the reasons given for designating only part of the land as LGS to be unsound, on the 
following grounds:  

1) All of the land meets the criteria for LGS designation: it is in reasonably close proximity
to the community it serves; it is demonstrably special to a local community and holds a 
particular local significance because (in particular) of the richness of its wildlife; and it 
is local in character and is not an extensive tract of land. 

2) In referring to the information provided by the ecologist for the Charity’s development
partners, RBC Officers have privileged the interested and therefore selective view of the 
landlord TPLC and their agents, who want to develop the land, over the views of the 
majority of local residents, who want all the land to be protected as LGS.  



3) LGS is defined by Government as “a way to provide special protection against 
development for green areas of particular importance to local communities” hence one 
of the criteria for designation is where those spaces are “demonstrably special to the 
local community”. The Keep Kentwood Green Facebook group has over 650 members; a 
petition against the sale and development of the land gained over 1000 signatures in a 
month; a public meeting called at short notice to discuss the future of the land was 
attended by over 120 local residents, all keen to protect the land from development; 
over 70 responses were received by RBC from members of the public to the Regulation 
18 consultation in support of the LGS status compared to the 1 member of public 
against. The importance of this land to the local community as Local Green Space is 
overwhelmingly proven.  

4) In addition to local residents’ direct support for a LGS designation for all of the land, the 
changes were unanimously approved by their elected representatives at the RBC 
Strategic Planning Committee in August 2024. At the full Council meeting, the land 
protection was also supported by all 3 parties, with local councillors speaking in favour 
on behalf of their wards: indeed, the Liberal Democrats declined to approve the Partial 
Plan Update purely on the basis that full LGS had not been given to this land. The MP for 
Reading West and Mid Berkshire is also fully supportive of protecting this land as LGS, 
based on the expressed views of her constituents. 

5) In privileging the evidence provided by the landowner’s ecologist, RBC have ignored the 
substantial amount of evidence, submitted by local residents and verified by TVERC, of 
the presence of rich, diverse wildlife (over 100 different species, including several 
protected and notable species) across all of the land, not just the 0.46ha deemed to be 
of greatest importance. 

6) RBC have ignored the expert opinions of TVERC, CPRE England, BBOWT, Badgers Trust 
and the Woodland Trust, all of whom support the designation of the entirety of WR3s 
and WR3t as LGS and/or Local Wildlife Site. 

7) As confirmed by the Badgers Trust and local evidence, badgers forage over a wide area 
to obtain sufficient food. It is therefore flawed environmental reasoning to suggest that 
small, fragmented areas of land of the ‘greatest importance for wildlife’ would suffice to 
support the diversity of wildlife that lives, hunts, forages and shelters across the entirety 
of the land on Kentwood and Armour Hills (and the adjoining allotments, nearby parks 
and private gardens). As protected species, sensitive to human activity, badgers need 
better protection than that afforded by an additional 0.46ha buffer allocated as LGS. 

8) It is also unsound environmental reasoning to favour one protected species (badgers) 
over the many others, such as bats and birds, which have been regularly sighted (with 
evidence submitted to TVERC) in and around the builders yard and remaining sections 
of WR3s and WR3t, where they predominantly nest and roost.  

9) We assert that the designation of the builders yard as brownfield land is unsound, given 
that the various structures there - sheds and lock-ups - are all temporary in nature; none 
has proper foundations, mains electricity or planning permission. There are veteran 
trees with TPOs in this area and sightings of numerous animal species. It would be 
relatively straightforward to rewild this area, to enhance the existing foraging and 
roosting habitat for wildlife. 

10) There is also a striking and, we argue, unsound disparity between the evidence required 
to justify a LGS designation for WR3s and WR3t, compared with that required for the 
proposed new LGS designation of the Ibis Sports Club (EN7Ww). EN7Ww are playing 
fields, privately owned and with no general public access. Only 4 members of the public 



have written in to support the designation of EN7Ww as LGS, compared with nearly 70 
for WR3s and WR3t; nor has there been any campaign of local people or local public 
meeting. It is hard to see how the “demonstrably special” LGS criterion has been met for 
EN7Ww, when compared with WR3s and WR3t. Whereas playing fields exist elsewhere 
in the vicinity of EN7Ww, sites WR3s and WR3t are the only fully protected refuge sites 
for wildlife in an otherwise largely built-up area.  

11) Local Wildlife Site designation. On the basis of trail camera, echolocator, audio, 
photographic and other evidence provided by local residents, both TVERC’s Berkshire 
Biodiversity Officer and RBC’s own ecologist agreed in early 2023 that the criteria for 
WR3s and WR3t being designated as a Local Wildlife Site have been met. TPLC, the 
landlords, have to date refused TVERC access to the land, to complete the verification 
process which would confirm its status – and consequent protection - as a Local 
Wildlife Site.  

12) The Charity’s refusal of access to an independent ecologist also means that no survey of 
flora has been conducted, meaning there may well be important plant as well as wildlife 
species across the land. While LWS status would without doubt confirm the significance 
of the whole area for wildlife and thereby afford protection from development, this 
should not preclude Local Green Space status being granted in the meantime, in 
recognition of the land’s ‘demonstrably special’ importance to the local community. 

 

All of the land at WR3s and WR3t is demonstrably special to the local community, on the 
basis of the richness of its wildlife and flora inter alia, and we assert that it should therefore 
be protected from residential development in its entirety. A representative of Keep 
Kentwood Green would like to speak, on behalf of the local community and in favour of the 
LGS designation, at the Public Hearing when the Partial Update of RBC’s Local Plan will be 
debated.  
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Rejwerska, Marcelina

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Helen Kemp
09 November 2024 11:57
Planning Policy
Local plan consultation

Warning! This mail is from an external sender - please do not click any links or open any
attachments unless you trust this sender, and know the content is safe  For the attention of  

RBC, BFfC Staff and Councillors 

Totally understand the need to provide more housing, but one would hope it would be 
considered and empathetic not cramming new developments into already densely 
populated areas such as the Oxford Road.  

It seems that Reading Borough Council is determined to turn Reading into a dormitory 
town, which is serves commuters from Monday to Friday with these same commuters 
going elsewhere at the weekends because the town offered so little in the by way of 
enjoyment for leisure such as culture and entertainment.  

I write this out of frustration, knowing that these comments are likely to fall on deaf 
ears as is usual with the Council.  

Helen Kemp 

To help protect your privacy, 
Micro so ft Office prevented  
auto matic downlo ad o f this  
picture from the Internet. Virus-free.www.avast.com 
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Kidmore End Parish Council 
  



KIDMORE END PARISH COUNCIL 

 
R F Penfold MBE 30 Venetia Close 

 Emmer Green 

Clerk of the Council Reading 

 RG4 8UG 

0118 947 3130  

 clerk@kepc.info 
 

13 December 2024 
 
 
 
Dear Sirs 
 
READING LOCAL PLAN PRE-SUBMISSION DRAFT UPDATE 
 
My Council has considered the Reading Local Plan Pre-Submission Draft Update, on 
which your Council invited comments last month.  My Council, covering an area in 
Oxfordshire, just north of the Borough, comments as set out below. 
 
The Council supports the Biodiversity Policy EN12(i), and the new policy EN19(i). 
However, it has concerns about 8.2.1d. The Council does not support provision of a new 
Thames crossing east of Reading. The Council supports 8.2.1c, proposed mobility hub 
capacity on A4155, A4074 and B481, and 8.2.1e which aims at preserving areas of 
landscape, including the edge of the Chilterns National Landscape. 
 
On 8.2.5, the Council acknowledges that Caversham does not possess adequate 
infrastructure to support additional development, particularly regarding transport, 
education and healthcare. The Council does not agree with the wording of your 
Council’s policy, which does not reflect the current opinions of councils north of Reading:  
 

“The Council is working constructively with Wokingham Borough Council, 
Oxfordshire County Council, South Oxfordshire District Council, local parish and 
town councils, Transport for the South East, National Highways and the 
Department for Transport and the Thames Valley Berkshire LEP to work up 
proposals for additional crossing capacity of the cross- Thames travel, although 
any proposal additional crossing capacity would be likely to be largely within 
neighbouring authorities. An additional crossing could result in measures to 
increase public transport capacity on existing crossings, which would improve 
traffic issues. The Council continues to explore opportunities for new park and ride 
mobility hub sites within neighbouring authorities to help alleviate some of the 
issues identified.” 

  
This Council remains opposed to any plans for additional crossing capacity of cross-
Thames travel.  Your Council’s Plan states: 
 



“4.5.8 River Thames Travel. The River Thames is a major barrier to movement, 
meaning that the existing bridges in the immediate Reading area (Reading, 
Caversham and Sonning Bridges) are under pressure at peak times. Reading is 
currently working with Wokingham Borough Council, Oxfordshire County Council, 
South Oxfordshire District Council, National Highways, the Department for 
Transport, Transport for the South East, and Local Parish and Town Councils and 
the two Local Enterprise Partnerships to identify measures to improve the situation. 
This may involve an additional crossing. The most likely route for such a crossing 
would be within Wokingham and South Oxfordshire, but if the work identifies a 
need for use of land within Reading, this should be taken into account. Mitigation 
on the road network on either side of a bridge may be required.” 

 
Whilst my Council agrees that the Thames is a barrier to movement, it question how an 
additional Thames crossing east of Reading will mitigate congestion in Caversham. The 
Council remains opposed to an additional bridge crossing the Thames. 
 
My Council is also concerned that changes in the National Planning Policy Framework 
(December 2023) are not reflected in the update. In particular, the presumption in favour 
of sustainable development does not change the statutory status of the development 
plan as the starting point for decision-making. Where a planning application conflicts 
with an up-to-date development plan (including any neighbourhood plans that form part 
of the development plan), permission should not usually be granted. Local planning 
authorities may take decisions that depart from an up-to-date development plan, but 
only if material considerations in a particular case indicate that the plan should not be 
followed. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
R F PENFOLD 
 
Clerk of the Council 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Planning Policy Team 
Reading Borough Council 
Civic Offices 
Bridge Street 
Reading 
RG1 2LU 
 
By e-mail only 
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